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January, 1985

Honorable Harry Hughes
Governor of the State of Maryland
State House

Annapolis, Maryland 21404

Members of the Maryland General Assembly
State House
Annapolis, Maryland 21404

Dear Governor Hughes
and Members of the Maryland General Assembly:

In its enabling legislation (Chapter 668, Acts 1983, effective
July 1, 1983), the Maryland Housing Policy Commission was
instructed to present annually to the Governor and the
General Assembly a statement of the housing plan, policy
and needs of the State of Maryland, including an assess-
ment of the progress of the Department of Economic and
Community Development in implementing the plan, policy
and needs.

Among the twelve members of the Commission are two govern-
mental housing officials, a housing developer, a mortgage
banker, a low income housing advocate, a resident of govern-
ment assisted houses, two legislators and four public members.
They represent an efficient cross-section of disciplines, back-
grounds and geographical areas. Since its organizational
meeting on November 10, 1983, the Commission has worked
diligently to prepare the accompanying report which sub-
stantially carries out the charge to the Commission.

The Commission found that, in preparing the report, it was
"inventing a wheel", to borrow a phrase. Future annual
statements can be expected to be more comprehensive in
scope and more extensive in reach. For instance, the assess-
ment of the progress of the Department of Economic and
Community Development with regard to the matters in the
report was not included in this first publication because
the Commission's responsibility to do so cannot be dis-
charged until the Department has had an opportunity to
implement the very plan, policy and needs which are the
objectives of this first report. Further, although the
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Commission conducted all its meetings in public forums, few unaffiliated
persons attended the sessions. It is expected that more public comment
will be encouraged in the development of future reports.

The Commission is proud to note that on November 23, 1984, Governor
Hughes issued Executive Order 01.01.1984.10, entitled "Housing Policy
for the State of Maryland", which was prepared by the Commission. A
copy of the Executive Order is included in the report.

It is appropriate to comment on the autonomy of the Maryland Housing
Policy Commission. The Maryland Code enjoins the Commission to assist
the Secretary of the Department of Economic and Community Development
in housing supply and home ownership opportunities for low and moderate
income individuals. The Commission has also been charged, in addition

to other responsibilities, to present, under the direction of the Secretary,
the Annual Statement of housing plan, policy and needs and assess the
progress of the Department with regard to them.

It might appear that the Commission could be constrained by its relation-
ship to the Secretary in carrying out its duties; however, that is not

the case. Although the Commission is dependent upon the Department

for staff research and support and enjoys a harmonious relationship

with representatives of the Department, it has exercised its prerogatives
and carried out its responsibilities freely. The results of the Commission's
studies and deliberations are independent pieces of work.

I will be available to communicate further with you on any of the material
in the report or the statements of the Commission.

With every good wish.

Sincerely,

Robert E. Hecht, Sr.
Chairman

REH :mag
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Executive Department

EXECUTIVE ORDER
01.01.1984.10

HOUSING POLICY FOR THE STATE OF MARYLAND

An important public purpose of State government is to provide
the opportunity for its citizens to occupy safe, decent, and
affordable housing, without discrimination; and

A significant proportion of the citizens of the State of
Maryland are living on fixed incomes, are a part of a special
population that cannot afford to be served by the private
housing market, or are unemployed; and

The cost of housing is often the single most expensive item
in the budget of most Marylanders; and

The Maryland Housing Policy Commission is authorized by
Maryland Annotated Code, Article 41, Section 257D, to advise
the Secretary of Economic and Community Development on plans
and programs for increasing the housing supply and the
opportunity for home ownership by low and moderate income
citizens and to recommend state housing policy to the Governor
and General Assembly;

I, HARRY HUGHES, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND, BY VIRTUE
OF THE AUTHORITY VESTED IN ME BY THE CONSTITUTION AND LAWS OF
MARYLAND, AND IN SUPPORT OF THE RECOMMENDATION OF THE MARYLAND
HOUSING POLICY COMMISSION, HEREBY ISSUE THE FOLLOWING EXECUTIVE
ORDER, EFFECTIVE IMMEDIATELY:

1. It is the policy of the State of Maryland to cooperate
with the federal government, local governments, non-
profit organizations, and the private sector to assure
that every citizen of the State enjoys without discrimination
the use of safe and decent housing, the cost of which

does not place an unreasonable financial burden upon the
individual or family.

To the extent not inconsistent with law, all State
governmental agencies shall be responsive to the housing
policy set forth in this Order.




This Executive Order does not create new substantive
rights nor diminish any legal right under federal or
State law, and it is not intended to and may not be
construed to confer any right, privilege or status on
any private party cognizable by a court.

GIVEN Under My Hand and the Great
Seal of the State of Maryland, in
the City of Annapolis, this 23rd day
of November , 1984.

Lorraine M. Sheehan
Secretary of State




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Housing
Needs

Maryland is at a critical turning
point — will citizens of this State be
able to afford decent housing at a
price they can afford? There is con-
siderable evidence that the answer is
“no’’. Housing conditions will
worsen drastically unless the federal
government resumes responsibility for
providing housing assistance for
limited income persons or State
government begins to assume major
new responsibilities. As outlined
in this report, the State’s existing
housing problems could expand and
‘deepen into a crisis of irreversible
proportions.

Since the 1960s, Maryland has had
a rapid expansion of population and
an even more rapid expansion in the
number of households being formed.
While the production of housing units
kept pace with the general need dur-
ing the last two decades, in two very
important ways the housing being
built did not meet the specific needs
of certain Marylanders. In particular,
the housing being built was larger,
and thus more costly, than was
needed by households forming at
the same time.

Marylanders have increasingly been
priced out of the new housing mar-
ket. Today 71 percent of the State’s
renter households cannot afford the
price of a typical new home. Home
prices in the last two decades in-
creased 390 percent as compared to
incomes which increased 274 percent.
Increasing numbers of people have
been forced to pay high percentages
of their incomes for housing. In 1980,
nearly a quarter of all renters making
under $20,000 had to pay at least 35
percent of their income for rent.

New housing being built in the last
two decades has also not matched the
need for housing based on family
size. Whereas, one and two person
households grew by 140 percent be-
tween 1960-1980, housing suitably
sized for them — efficiency, one
and two bedroom housing units —
increased by only 54 percent. In com-
parison, large units of four or more

bedrooms needed by only 18 percent
of the new households grew by 172
percent.

In particular, for certain special
populations housing problems con-
tinue to be severe. The elderly, blacks
and single parent households all have
incomes well below that of the gen-
eral population and as a result suffer
particularly acute housing problems.
All of the housing problems faced by
the general population — substandard
conditions, overcrowding, inability to
afford decent housing and paying too
high a percent of income for housing
— are experienced to an even greater
degree by these lower income popula-
tions.

The outlook for the remainder of
the 1980s appears equally as dismal.
Between 1980-1990 Maryland will
need 298,700 new housing units to ac-
commodate the expected growth in
new households and to replace units
lost and/or so substandard that they
must be removed. Taking into ac-
count the 132,950 units produced in
the first five years, 165,750 units
or 33,150 units annually will have to
be produced for the balance of the
decade. At the rate of production for
the first half of the decade, Maryland
will have a deficit of nearly 33,000
units for the 1980-1990 period.

More serious, however, is the
potential that there will be a deficit
between 1980-1990 of over 101,000
housing units at prices which are af-
fordable to persons who will need
them. Most of this deficit will be in
housing units affordable by persons
earning under $20,000. While the
need for housing by this group will be
over 99,000 units, only 12,500 units
are likely to be produced. This
amounts to a deficit of over 86,500
units for households earning under
$20,000. There is also expected to be
a shortfall of 110,500 smaller units to
accommodate the one and two person
households which will be formed in
this decade. Whereas, the need of this
segment of the population will be for
predominantly small units, the major-
ity of the units likely to be produced
will be three or four bedroom ones.

In the past, the Maryland home-
building industry demonstrated the
capacity to produce at the level re-

quired for the balance of the 1980s.
In addition, the federal government
provided housing subsidies for many
thousands of units each year to con-
struct and substantially rehabilitate
rental housing. This made housing
not only economically feasible to pro-
duce, but also affordable to low and
moderate income persons. These
federal funds have now been ter-
minated and have not been replaced
by any other source.

Without federal or State subsi-
dies, the low and moderate income
Marylanders will not have the hous-
ing they need in the 1980s and be-
yond. Without subsidies it is virtually
impossible to produce housing for
households with incomes under
$20,000. Even the Department of
Economic and Community Develop-
ment’s tax-exempt financed programs
are unable to serve households with
incomes less than $20,000 and using
conventional financing, housing
typically cannot be built for persons
earning less than $25,000 to $30,000.
For instance, to make up the pro-
jected deficit in 1990 of 38,900 units
needed by households earning less
than $10,000, while simultaneously
providing subsidies essential to allow
the housing to be affordable by such
households, could require an annual
estimated subsidy of approximately
$175 million.

In summary, this report suggests
that within five years we face ever
worsening problems of housing af-
fordability for many of Maryland’s
lower income citizens, particularly the
elderly, blacks and single parent
families who already suffer dispro-
portionately the most acute housing
problems. Within five years, without
intervention, there will be an even
larger gap between the number of
housing units needed for all persons
of low and moderate incomes and the
supply available. The cost, size and
type of housing units being built and
expected to continue to be built, is
not what is needed to meet present
and future housing needs of
Maryland’s expanding population.
Neither is there an assured source of
financial assistance to provide sub-
sidies to low and moderate income
Marylanders who need them.




Housing Goals and
Objectives

In light of the previously cited
housing needs in Maryland as well as
the experience of the members, the
Housing Policy Commission hereby
recommends the following general
goals and objectives for the State, the
Governor, the General Assembly and
the Department of Economic and
Community Development.

Goals

1. The State should encourage diver-
sity of the housing stock in each
jurisdiction appropriate to the
present and projected needs of the
people of Maryland.

. The State should preserve and
encourage maximum utilization
of the existing housing stock.

. The State should assure equal ac-
cess to all for housing.

. The State should review all existing
and future housing programs to
assure that priority be given to
those households with the greatest
need.

. The State should facilitate the
effective utilization of the private
and voluntary organizations com-
mitted to the adequate housing of
the people of Maryland.

Objectives

1. The Governor and the General
Assembly should provide the

Department with additional
resources to develop new and to
expand existing financial assistance
programs which directly serve
households earning less than
$20,000 annually. Specifically,
funds should be provided to:

a. develop new and expand existing
programs which lever other
sources of funds, such as HUD/
UDAG, HUD/CDBG, to serve
those of lowest income and in
greatest need;

. target revolving general obliga-
tion bond monies to households
and organizations serving house-
holds with incomes under
$20,000;

. expand the Community
Development Administration’s
(CDA) elderly rental program;

. expand the CDA’s housing
rehabilitation program;

. expand the Maryland Housing
Fund’s pilot project to the entire
State; and

. adequately maintain assistance
to homeowners during periods
of involuntary unemployment.

. The Governor and the General

Assembly should provide the
Department with additional
resources for the provision of
technical assistance to strengthen
existing housing expertise and to
develop such expertise where none
exists.

. The Governor and the General

Assembly should provide the
Department with the legal author-
ity to develop, establish and
monitor a uniform code and
standards for both new housing
construction and rehabilitation.

4. The Governor and the General
Assembly should encourage the
reuse of both existing vacant
public and private buildings for
housing.

. The Governor and the General
Assembly should use their political
infuence to encourage the federal
government to reconsider the pro-
vision of housing subsidies for
those with the lowest income and
in greatest need.

. The Governor and the General
Assembly should recognize that
general obligation bonds and mort-
gage revenue bonds compete in dif-
ferent markets and that revenue
bonds do not rely on the full faith
and credit of the State, and thus,
should encourage the maximum
utilization of revenue bonds to
produce affordable housing.

. The Department should develop
special programs to assist groups
involved in neighborhood develop-
ment efforts which provide hous-
ing for households earning less
than $20,000 annually.

8. The Department, in conjunction
with other appropriate State agen-
cies, should assist local gov-
ernments, churches, non-profit
organizations, and other groups to
determine the extent of homeless-
ness within their communities and
to develop emergency shelters and/
or other facilities to meet the hous-
ing needs of the homeless.

. The Department should continue
to encourage and assist the Afford-
able Housing Conference Commit-
tee to develop solutions for the
provision of affordable housing in
the State.




I. CHARGE OF THE COMMISSION

In 1983 the General Assembly
passed legislation creating the
Maryland Housing Policy Commis-
sion. As charged by this legislation,
the Commission has the responsibility
“to assist the Secretary (of the Depart-
ment of Economic and Community
Development) in identifying oppor-
tunities to increase the housing supply
for individuals of low and moderate
income and to increase opportunities
for homeownership by those individ-
wals.” In fulfilling this responsibility
the Commission, among other tasks, is
to

“‘develop, adopt and annually up-
date a housing plan, policy, and
needs statement for the State which
shall...include an assessment of the
progress of the Department in im-
plementing the plan, policy and
needs statement, and be presented
to the Governor and the General
Assembly;...”

Over the past year the Housing

Policy Commission has worked dili-
gently to complete its charge and to
prepare this report. The first task
undertaken by the Commission was
the drafting of a housing policy state-
ment for Maryland. This statement
was recommended to and approved by
the Governor on November 23, 1984
in Executive Order 01.01.1984.10. The
second task undertaken by the Com-
mission was a review of housing and
demographic trends in Maryland and
an analysis of housing needs of low
and moderate income Marylanders.
This review and analysis was com-
pleted in October 1984. The third task
undertaken by the Commission was
the setting of goals and objectives for
expanding housing opportunities for
low and moderate income Marylanders
based both on the analysis of housing
needs and the experience of the Com-
mission members. This task was com-
pleted in December 1984.

The Commission also undertook a
review of the housing finance, insur-
ance, technical assistance and codes

programs of the Department of Eco-
nomic and Community Development.
The Commission did not, however,
assess the Department’s progress in
implementing the housing policy and
plan outlined in this report because it
was thought to be inappropriate to
assess the Department’s past activities
based on newly established goals and
objectives.

The results of each of the three
tasks undertaken by the Housing
Policy Commission, as well as a
description of the housing programs
of the Department of Economic and
Community Development, are in-
cluded in this first annual report to the
Governor and General Assembly. The
Commission presents this report in the
hope that the seriousness of the hous-
ing situation in Maryland will receive
the public attention and governmental
action it requires. In the opinion of
the Commission the right of every
Maryland citizen to decent and afford-
able housing is currently in serious
jeopardy.







II. BACKGROUND ISSUES

The Housing Policy Commission
was created in 1983 in an atmosphere
of major concern. The national and
State housing industries were in the
midst of one of the worst economic
recessions in fifty years and massive
cutbacks in federal housing finance
programs were beginning to have an

impact. In this negative economic and
political climate the State began to
reassess its housing mission focusing
on activities which responded more
directly to the housing needs of its
citizens. These efforts resulted both
in the creation of the Commission to
assist in identifying increased housing

opportunities for low and moderate
income Marylanders and in a more
vigorous pursuit of funds by the
Department of Economic and Com-
munity Development to support its
housing programs. These efforts,
however, have been constrained by
several factors.

A. Lack of Recognition of the Value of
Housing as an Economic Activity

Housing is both a key part of
the Maryland economy and a criti-
cal component of the State’s social
infrastructure. Housing programs
(rehabilitation and new construction),
produce and maintain temporary and
permanent jobs, income and tax
revenue. Jobs (skilled and unskilled)
are directly created and retained in
the residential construction industry
and indirectly sustained in small busi-

nesses selling construction materials
and supplies, appliances, furniture
and carpets as well as in the financial
community, real estate industry.
More specifically, 75,495 jobs (35,950
jobs in residential construction and
39,545 jobs in businesses associated
with residential construction) or 3.8
percent of the total employment in
Maryland were created or retained as
a result of the housing industry in

1982.* In 1983 residential construc-
tion activity and related services were
valued at $4.3 billion ($2.3 billion in
residential construction contracts and
$2.0 billion in related services) or 7.6
percent of gross State product.* The
Commission believes that such a con-
tribution by the Maryland housing
industry to the State’s economy is
significant and should be recognized.

B. Increased Efforts to Curtail Revenue
Bonds as a Financing Source for
Housing Programs

At both the federal and State levels
of government efforts to curtail the
issuance of tax-exempt revenue bonds
for housing have intensified. Federal
concern is related to the loss of tax
revenue needed to offset rising federal
deficits. The federal government has
already imposed an annual ceiling
on the volume of single family mort-
gage revenue bonds that can be issued
within each state. State concern is

related to the State’s ability to raise
long term capital at reasonable rates
and the assumption that revenue
bonds and general obligation bonds
compete in the same market. Revenue
bonds, however, are not backed by
the ““full faith and credit” of the
State, as are general obligation
bonds, and thus, do not compete
with, nor appear to affect the Stan-
dard and Poor’s or Moody’s ratings

of general obligation bonds. If the
State were to arbitrarily limit the sale
of revenue bonds, private capital used
to produce housing would be unduly
constrained. The Commission believes
that the difference between revenue
bonds and general obligation bonds
should be recognized and that the

use of revenue bonds to produce
housing should not be curtailed,

but increased.

*Sources for these statistics on construction are the
Census of Construction Industries, 1982 and the
U.S. Statistical Abstract, 1983.




C. Lack of Sufficient General Obligation
Bonds and General Funds for Housing
Programs

Most of Maryland’s existing hous-
ing programs are funded through the
sale of tax-exempt revenue bonds
secured by mortgages on property
and by insurance provided by
Federal Housing Administration
or the Maryland Housing Fund. For
example, in FY 1985 of the $578.2
million in public funds projected
to be spent on housing in the State
by the Departments of Economic and
Community Development and Human
Resources, $387.3 million or 66 per-
cent will be financed through the

By Source
of Funds

Special Funds (1 %)

issuance of revenue bonds. Of the
remaining funds, $112.3 million (19
percent) will be financed from federal
funds, $74.4 million (13 percent)
from State general funds and $7.8
million and $4.2 million (1 percent
each) from State general obligation
bonds and special funds. The $74.4
million general fund expenditure and
$7.8 million general obligation bond
expenditure amount to only an esti-
mated 2.0 percent and 3.7 percent of
total expenditures from these two
State sources, respectively. Thus,

Housing Expenditures
(FY 1985)

General Obligation Bonds (1 %)

e
General Funds

(13%)

Federal
Funds
(19%)

DECD (76 %)

i Revenue Bonds (66 %)

revenue bonds alone are insufficient
to finance production of housing in
Maryland. In particular, additional
general obligation bond and general
fund expenditures are needed to
finance housing programs for house-
holds earning less than $20,000 a
year, clients which currently cannot
be served by revenue bond financed
programs. The Commission believes
that additional general obligation
bonds and general funds should be
provided to support housing pro-
grams in Maryland.

By State Agency

DHR (24%)




III. REVIEW OF HOUSING TRENDS AND
ANALYSIS OF HOUSING NEEDS

Maryland Population Growth

A. Population and 1960-1990

Household Growth

5,000,000 %

4,000,000 4

Source: U.S. Census,
1960-1980; Depariment
of State Planning
Projections, 1990

4,509,501

1. Population Growth

4,216,975

3,000,000 1

3,922,399

The population of Maryland
experienced significant growth dur-
ing the period 1960-1970, growing 2,000,000 -
from 3,100,689 persons in 1960 to
3,922,399 persons in 1970 — a 27
percent increase. 1.000.0004

During the next period, 1970-1980, B
the State’s population began to
stabilize, growing only by 8 percent
resulting in a poulation of 4,216,975 1960 1970 1980 1990
by 1980. This stable trend is expected Year (Projected)
to continue through the period 1980
to 1990, when population is expected
to grow by 7 percent, resulting in a Percentage Change in Population

ject lati f 4,509,501 i . .
‘fégﬂfc *HiRPRy aop.e - Maryland, USA, and Neighboring States

il § 1960-1980

Population

3,100,689

During the period 1960-1980,
Maryland’s population grew faster
than the population of the United
States as a whole, and faster than
that of all Maryland’s neighbor-
ing states. Between 1980-1990,
Maryland’s population is also ex-
pected to grow faster than that of the
United States and all of the neighbor- Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980; Statistical Abstract of the United
Ing states, except Virginia. States, 1984, Department of State Planning Projections, 1990

Parcentage Change

Percentage Change in Population
Maryland Counties, 1970-1980

Baltimore City and Allegany
County were the only jurisdictions
to decline in population during the
decade 1970-1980; the rest of the
Statc’s counties grew. The three coun-
ties with the greatest increase in -
population were: Howard (92%), Decrease |
Calvert (68%) and Charles (53%).

Increase 0-50%

Increase 50% and over

Source: U.S. Census, 1970-1980.




2. Household Growth Maryland Household Growth
' 1960-1990

In an analysis of housing demand,
the rate of growth of household for-
mation is the most significant factor.

Household growth has a direct impact 1,500,000
on the number and type of housing
units that will be required.

The growth in the number of
households in Maryland was signifi-
cant throughout the last two decades,
during which the number of house-
holds increased 70 percent. In 1960,
there were 863,303 households in 500,000 4
Maryland. By 1970, households in-
creased a dramatic 36 percent, to
1,174,933. By 1980, the number of
households had also increased sub-
stantially by 24 percent, to 1,460,865. 1960 1970 1980 1990 .
By 1990, the number of households in Year (Projected)
the State is projected to increase
another 16 percent, to 1,687,640.

Source: U.S. Census,
1960-1980, Department
of State Planning
Projections, 1990

1,687,640

1,460,865

1,000,000 -~

Households

1,174,933

Percentage Change in Households
Maryland, USA, and Neighboring States
3l 1960-1990

During the period 1960-1980, the
percentage increase of Maryland’s
households was greater than the
percentage increase in households in
the United States as a whole, and
more than that of Maryland’s neigh-
boring states, except for Virginia.
Between 1980-1990, Maryland is ex-
pected to continue to have a faster
growth rate in the number of house-
holds, exceeding the rates for the b
United States and its neighboring 280 P
states, except for Virginia.

Parcontage Changs

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980; Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1984; Department of State Planning Projections, 1990

Percentage Change in Households
Maryland Counties, 1970-1980

The counties with the largest
growth in number of households
from 1970-1980 were: Howard
(137%), Calvert (94%) and Charles
(77%). The number of households in
Baltimore City declined by 3 percent.

Decrease| = -

Increase 0-50%

Increase 50% and over

Source: U.S. Census, 1970-1980




3. Household Size

The growth in the number of
households in Maryland has been
even greater than the population
growth since the 1960s. This increase
has occurred because there has been
a significant shift towards smaller
households in the State.

During the period 1960 to 1980, the
number of one person households
more than tripled, and the number
of two person households nearly

200,000 -

Number of Households

100,000

doubled. In 1960, one and two person
households comprised 35 percent of
all households in the State and by
1980 they made up over 50 percent of
all households. The number of three,
four, and five person households in
the State increased 44 percent, in
contrast to one and two person
households which increased almost
140 percent during that same 20 year
period. Households with six or more
persons declined by 26 percent be-
tween 1960 and 1980.

Maryland Household Size
1960, 1980

Persons Per Household
Maryland, 1960-1990

Year

1960
1970
1980
1990 (Projected)

Person Per
Household

3.48
3.25
2.82
2.61

Source: U.S. Census,
1960-1980; Department
of State Ptanning
Projections, 1990
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Household Size

6 or more
person

Source: U.S. Census, 1960, 1980



B. Housing Units Maryland Housing Unit Growth

1960-1990
Growth
2,000,000 -

1. General Unit Growth

1,500,000 1
In 1960, there were 934,552 hous-

ing units in Maryland. By 1970, the
number of housing units had in-
creased 34 percent to 1,248,564 and
by 1980, housing units had increased
26 percent to a total of 1,570,907
units. Between 1980 and 1990 the
number is expected to increase by

16 percent to a total of 1,817,750
housing units.

1,817,750

Source: U.S. Census,
1960-1980; Department
of State Planning
Projections, 1990
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From 1960 to 1970, the rate at Percentage Change in Housing Units
which housing units increased was Maryland, USA, Neighboring States
greater in Maryland than the rates of 1960-1980
growth in each of the neighboring
states and in the United States as a ; o
whole. During the period 1970 to .
1980, growth in Virginia and
Delaware exceeded the percentage
increase in Maryland housing units.
Housing units in West Virginia,
Pennsylvania, the District of
Columbia, and the United States as
a whole, grew at a slower rate over
this period.

Percentage Change

Source: U.S. Census,
1960-1980

Percentage Change in Housing Units
Maryland Counties, 1970-1980

The counties with the largest
growth in number of housing units
from 1970-1980 were: Howard
(137%), Worcester (119%), Charles
(68%) and Calvert (62%) Counties.

Increase less than 50%

Increase 50% and over

Source: U.S. Census, 1970-1980




Thousands of Permitls

Building Permits Issued
Maryland, 1970-1983
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Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980
Building Permits Reports, U.S. Census, 1970-1883

Comparison of Population, Household and
Housing Unit Growth
Maryland, 1960-1980

Housing Units (70%)
Households (70%)

4
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/

Population (35%)

Percentage Increase
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1960
Year

Source; U.S. Census, 1960-1980

Another indicator of the rate
of growth of the housing stock in
Maryland is the number of building
permits issued. After a long period of
growth throughout most of the 1960s,
the number of building permits issued
in the State declined from 1972 to
1981. However, the number of build-
ing permits issued were sharply up
once again in 1983.

Over the past 20 years in Maryland
the rate of increase in housing units
and household formation was greater
than the rate of population increase.
The number of housing units and
households both increased nearly 70
percent, compared to a population in-
crease of 35 percent. The type and
size of units produced, however, have
not met the needs the changing
population requires.




2. Housing Units Growth
by Type and Size

Although single family homes
still comprise the largest share of
Maryland’s housing stock, they have
been a declining share of the housing
stock since 1960. Multifamily housing
as a percent of the State’s housing
stock has doubled since the 1960s.
Single family homes made up only 72
percent of the State’s housing inven-
tory in 1980 and multifamily units
equalled 26 percent, compared to 86
percent and 13 percent, respectively,
in 1960.

Multifamily units increased by
nearly 224 percent between 1960 and
1980. Single family stock increased
only 40 percent, and mobile homes,
which make up less than two percent
of the housing stock, increased nearly
200 percent between 1960-1980.

Housing Units by Type
Maryland, 1960-1980

Unit Type 1960

Single Family 800,305
Multifamily 124,425
Mobile Homes 9,521

1970 1980

924,679 1,118,548
289,658 402,679
20,343 28,453

Total* 934,251

1,234,680 1,549,680

*Year round housing units
Source: U.8. Census, 1960-1980

Housing Units By Type

1960-1980

1960

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980
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Percentage Increase
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Growth of Housing Units by Size
Maryland, 1960-1980

600,000+

500,000 ~

its

Between 1960 and 1980, the size of
housing units being built significantly
increased. The number of efficiency,
one, and two bedroom units increased
from 430,227 in 1960 to 661,264 in
1980, a 54 percent increase. During
the same period, units with three or
more bedrooms increased from
502,005 to 888,416, an increase of 200,000+
over 77 percent. The unit size which
showed the greatest percentage in-
crease during this 20 year period was
the four or more bedroom category
which rose from 132,056 to 280,978, UOLRY:
an increase of over 112 percent.

Number of Un

15,089 units
15,408 units
21,197 units

1960 | 139,866 units ]
19701 189,895 units
1980| 219,940 units
1960 | 275,272 units
1970 | 349,464 units
1980 420,127 units
1960 | 369,949 units
19701 481,378 units
19801 607,438 units
1960 132,056 unitsl
1970 199,498 units
1980 | 280,978 units

1960
1970
1980

Efficiency 1 Bedroom | | 2 Bedroom | | 3 Bedroom 4 or More
Bedrooms

Size of Housing Units

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980

Comparison of the Percentage Change in
Growth of One and Two Person Households
With One and Two Bedroom Units Constructed

A clear mismatch between the size : Maryland, 1960-1980

of housing needed and the size of
housing being provided is apparent

One & Two Bedroom

when the size of new households be- 70

ing formed is compared with the size Households
of units being built in the last two

decades. Whereas the number of one

and two person households grew by &0

140 percent between 1960 and 1980,

the number of efficiency, one and 40

two bedroom units increased by only
54 percent. This 20 year trend creates
an almost unbridgeable gap. One & Two Bedroom

Units

Percentage Change

L
1
1 S4B

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980
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The mismatch in the growth
of large housing units and large
households is even more dramatic.
Between 1960 and 1980 the number
of housing units with four or more
bedrooms increased by 112 percent,
whereas the number of four or more
person households increased by only
18 percent. This mismatch creates and
sustains the affordability gap forcing
people to purchase or rent ‘‘more
house’’ than they require, at a cost
higher than they desire.

C. Substandard
Housing

Although these conditions have
definitely improved over the last two
decades, the overcrowded conditions
and substandard housing units in
Maryland remain a serious problem.
The Census no longer classifies hous-
ing units as standard or substandard,
but data are collected and published
on such factors as overcrowdedness,
lack of plumbing facilities, and lack
of kitchen facilities. According to
these criteria, there has been a signi-
ficant improvement in Maryland’s
housing stock since 1960.

The Baltimore Regional Planning
Council, using the previously dis-
cussed criteria, as well as others cor-
related with substandard housing,
have created a statistical model that
estimates the number of substandard
housing units in the State. In 1980,
there were an estimated 206,700 hous-
ing units, 13 percent of the State’s
housing stock, in substandard condi-
tion. It is estimated that households
with incomes under $10,000 occupy
62 percent of the substandard units
in the State.

28

Comparison of the Percentage Change in
Growth of Four or More Person Households
With Four or More Bedroom Units Constructed
Maryland, 1960-1980

Four or More Bedroom
Units

Percentage Change

Four or More Person

/ Households

1980

Year
Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980

Maryland’s Housing Stock by
Substandard Categories
1960-1980

Number of Units
Categories 1960 1970 1980

Overcrowded 83,471 74,228 27,550
Lacking Some Plumbing
Facilities 77,352 51,346 17,447
Lacking Some Kitchen
Facilities N/A 45,883 27,848

1 of Every 6.5 Housing Units is SUBSTANDARD

AT LWATA

Source: Baltimore Regional Planning Council; U.S. Census, 1980




Baltimore City has the highest in-
cidence of substandard housing, with
over 26 percent of its stock falling
into this category. Other counties
with high levels of substandard units
are Allegany (25%), Caroline (23%)
and Somerset (21%).

Substandard Housing
Maryland, 1980

20% or more

Less than 20 %

D. Housing Costs and Affordability
1. Housing Costs

While increasing at a relatively
modest rate in the 1960s, the cost of
housing soared in the last decade. In
1960, the median value of owner-
occupied housing in the State was
$11,900 and by 1970 this median

value had risen 58 percent to $18,000.

During the 1970s when the prices of
single family homes grew rapidly, the
median value of owner-occupied

homes in Maryland rose to $58,300,
an increase of over 210 percent.

The same increase can be seen in
the cost of rental housing. Median
rent increased 68 percent from $66
in 1960 to $111 in 1970. By 1980,
the median rent doubled to $222.
Although data pertaining to housing
costs in the U.S. Census is often con-
sidered to be under estimated, it does
provide relative comparisons between
the statistics for each time period.

Value of Owner Occupied Housing
Maryland, 1960-1980

60,000+
50,000 4
40,000+

30,000 4

$58,300

20,000 +

10,000+ $11,900

$18,800

Median Rent
Maryland, 1960-1980

$111.00

$66.00

$222.00

1960

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980

1970
Year

1960

1970
Year

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980




The gap between the cost of hous-
ing and median income has widened
considerably since 1960. Statewide,
median income grew from $5,417
in 1960 to $20,281 in 1980; this
represents an increase of over 274
percent. The median value of an
owner-occupied home, however, in-
creased 390 percent during the same
period. The median rent for rental
housing increased 236 percent.

2. Housing Affordability

The ability to afford housing of a
suitable size, in adequate condition,
while paying a reasonable proportion
of income is the determinent of hous-
ing needs. Historically, experts be-
lieved that housing should account
for no more than 25 percent of
household income. However, in the
last few years as housing costs have
increased the percentage of income
required to purchase or rent housing
has generally increased. Federal hous-
ing officials now consider 30 percent
as appropriate. This report examines
households which pay both 25 percent
and 35 percent or more of their in-
come for housing costs.

Homeownership Affordability

In 1980, 30 percent of Maryland’s
homeowners paid 25 percent or more
of their annual income for housing
costs. The number of homeowners
who pay 35 percent or more of their
annual income for housing costs is
slightly over 10 percent. This dif-
ference in percentages exists because
lending institutions will not provide
mortgage financing to households
with insufficient incomes.

30

Percent of Households

Comparison of Percentage Change in
Median Value of Owner Occupied Homes,
Median Rent, and Median Income
Maryland, 1960-1980

Median Value of a
Owner Occupied Home

Median Income

Median Rent

Percentage Change

1960
Year

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980

Maryland Homeowners Paying More Than 35 Percent
of Their Income for Housing by Income Level, 1980

1 |;:||_"| -
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18% 16%

$5,000 $5,000 $10,000 $15,000
or to to to
less $9,999 $14,999 $19,999

Annual Household Income
Source: U.8. Census, 1980




In addition, more households with
lower incomes pay 35 percent of their
income for housing than do house-
holds with higher incomes. Of the
State’s homeowners who make less
than $5,000 annually, 72 percent pay
35 percent or more of their income
for housing costs. In comparison,
of homeowners making $20,000 or

more, only 2 percent pay 35 percent
or more for housing costs.

The previous data illustrate the
problem of affordability for lower
income persons who have managed
to buy a home. Another side of the
homeownership affordability problem
is the number of people who would
like to become homeowners, but are

Renters Who Cannot Afford to Purchase
Average Priced Homes
Maryland, 1980

Mora than BO%s

Less than 80 %

Rental Housing Affordability

In 1980, 43 percent of Maryland’s
renters paid 25 percent or more of
their income for rent. Approximately
25 percent of the State’s rental house-
holds paid 35 percent or more of
their income for rent during that
same year, which is up from 20 per-
cent in 1970.

Jurisdictions which have a high
percentage of renters paying 35 per-
cent or more of their income for
housing costs include Baltimore City
(31%), Wicomico (36%) and Kent
(26%) Counties.

unable to do so because they lack the
necessary income. According to a
1984 study by the Baltimore Regional
Planning Council, 71 percent of the
State’s rental households could not
afford to purchase the average priced
home in Maryland. :

Counties where the problem of
homeownership affordability is par-
ticularly acute are Talbot (93%),
Queen Anne’s (85%), Garrett (84%),
Montgomery (84%), Kent (84%),
Worcester (84%), Anne Arundel
(83%) and Dorchester (81%).

Renters Who Pay 35 Percent or More
of Income for Rent
Maryland, 1980

More than 25°




As with homeowners, more renters
with low incomes paid a higher per-
centage of their income for housing
costs than renters with high incomes.
Of the renters in the State who earn
less than $5,000 annually , 79 percent
paid 35 percent or more of their in-
come for rent in 1980, compared to
only 2 percent of those rental house-
holds making $20,000 or more.

Federal Assistance for
Rental Housing

Between 1974 and 1979, the federal
government took a very active role in
the provision of low income rental
housing. Under its Section 236, Sec-
tion 8, Section 202, and Public Hous-
ing Programs, the federal government
produced over 42,270 low income
rental housing units throughout
Maryland. This figure represents
almost 50 percent of the federal
government’s total production in
Maryland, which has equalled over
86,200 units from the initiation of
these federal programs after World
War 11 to the present day. It should

Maryland Renters Paying More than 35 Percent
of Their Income for Housing By Income, 1980
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Source: U.S. Census, 1980

been constructed since 1980. This
clearly reflects the decline of federal
involvement in the production of low
income rental housing in the State.

be noted that only 13,334 new rental
units, or 15 percent of the total
number of rental housing units pro-
duced with federal assistance, have

E. Housing for Special Populations

Some groups have even more
extreme housing problems than the
general population. In particular, the
elderly, blacks, and single parent
households have acute housing needs.
While each of these three special
population groups have unique prob-
lems, all have in common one over-
riding problem. All three groups have
very low income — significantly
below that of the general population.

1. Elderly Households

The number of individuals 65 years
and older has steadily increased since
1960 when the elderly population was
226,539. By 1980, there were 395,609
elderly individuals in the State, an
increase of 75 percent. This 1980
elderly population represented over 9
percent of the total population. By
the year 1990, the elderly population
is expected to reach 534,333 or almost
12 percent of the total population.
This amounts to a 35 percent increase
in the elderly population in the State
between 1980-1990.

32

Growth of Elderly Population
Maryland, 1960-1980

500,000

534,333
400,000 1

395,608

300,000+

200,000

Elderly Population

100,000 4

1960 1970 1980
Year

Source: U.S. Census, 1960-1980; Department of
State Planning Projections, 1990




Counties with the largest percent-
ages of elderly in 1980 include:
Talbot (18%), Dorchester (16%),
Somerset (16%), Allegany (15%)
and Kent (15%).

Income Distribution of Families with

Percentage of Elderly
Maryland Counties, 1980

15% or more elderly

Less than 15% elderly

Source: U.S. Census, 1980

Householder 65 Years and Older, 1980

/

. $50,000 or more

Income Distribution of Individuals

65 Years and Older, 1980

$25,000-
45,999
19.9%

Less than
$9,999

31.0%

$10,000-
14,999
19.6%

$50,000 or more
0.8%

$25,000-49,999

$15,000-24,999

Source: U.S. Census, 1980

In 1980, there were 134,264 fami-
lies headed by elderly individuals,
which comprised 12 percent of the
total families in the State. Nearly
one-third of these elderly families had
incomes of $10,000 or less per year.
In addition to elderly families, there
were over 115,226 elderly individuals
who lived alone or with other unre-
lated individuals in 1980. An aston-

ishing 76 percent of these elderly
persons had annual incomes of
$10,000 or less.

In 1980, 68 percent of the State’s
elderly households lived in owner-
occupied units. Approximately 27
percent of all substandard units in the
State are occupied by elderly house-
holds. More significantly, over 40
percent of the substandard units that

Less than $9.993

TB.E%

are owner-occupied are inhabited by
the elderly, as compared to substan-
dard rental units of which 22 percent
are occupied by elderly persons. This
high rate of substandard units owner-
occupied by the elderly may be attri-
buted to the inability of many elderly
individuals to repair or pay for
maintenance on their homes.




2. Black Households Percentage of Black Households
Maryland Counties, 1980

In 1980, there were 299,621 black
households in Maryland which repre-
sented approximately 20 percent of
the State’s total households. The
number of black households in the
State increased by over 55 percent
since 1970. Large numbers of black
households live in Baltimore City More than 25% Black
(48%), Prince George’s (36%),

Somerset (29%) and Dorchester
(26%) Counties. Less than 25% Black

Source: U.S. Census, 1980

Income Distribution of Income Distribution of Income Distribution of
Black Families with Householder Black Individuals Black Single Parent Families
65 Years and Older 65 Years and Older

50 % 93 %

incomes
of Less Than
$10,000

Source: U.S. Census, 1980

Thirty-four percent of the State’s
black households had annual incomes
of $10,000 or less. In 1980, 50 per-
cent of the families headed by black
individuals 65 years and older had
incomes under $10,000. This number
was even higher for elderly blacks liv-
ing alone, of whom over 93 percent
had incomes under $10,000. In addi-
tion, 54 percent of black single parent
families had incomes below $10,000
in 1980.




The incidence of poverty is particu- Incomes of Black and White Renters
larly high among black renters. In Maryland, 1980
1980, over 44 percent of the State’s
black renters had incomes of $10,000
or less, compared to 31 percent for
white renters. This high percentage
of low income among black renters
coupled with the short supply of low
income rental housing, has forced
many blacks to pay a disproportion-
ate amount of their income for rent
or to live in overcrowded or substan-
dard units. In 1980, approximately 28
percent of black rental households
(49,710) paid 35 percent of their
income for rent and made less than
$20,000 annually.

There is very little opportunity
for black renters to enter the home- Black Renters White Renters
ownership market. According to the
Baltimore Regional Planning Council, Source: U.S. Census, 1980
only 14 percent of black renters
statewide could afford the average
priced home in the State. The com-
bination of low incomes, the lack
of affordable housing, and housing
discrimination, which still exists, all
combine to make black households
among the most severely disadvan-
taged in the housing market.

Incomes of Single Parent and Married 3. Single Parent Families
Couples’ Households AT 1S il Pt
s0 , there were ;
Maryland’ 1980 single parent families in Maryland.

This group has increased substantially
in the last decade, up 71 percent from
72,492 such families in 1970. Nearly
22 percent of all families with chil-
dren in the State are now single
parent families. Of this group, the
majority are headed by females.
Eighty five percent of single parent
households are headed by women.

One reason this group has housing
problems is directly related to their
incomes, which are very low. Forty
seven percent or 58,183 of all single
parent households have annual in-
comes of under $10,000. By contrast,
Single Parent Married Couples on.ly 7 percent of all families with
Households with children earn under that amount.
Incomes Children
Less Than
$10,000

Source: U s, Census, 1980




Several jurisdictions have especially
high percentages of low income,
single parent households. These
jurisdictions include: Baltimore
City (64%) and Allegany (68%),
Dorchester (66%), Kent (62%),
Somerset (62%), Caroline (61 %),
Garrett (61%), and Wicomico (61 %)
Counties.

In addition to the problem of very
low income single parent families’
housing problems are frequently
compounded by discrimination. Many
landlords refuse to rent to such
households, either because they have
children or because they are black
(52 percent of all single parent
households are black). Although the
Census provides no data about the
housing problems unique to single
parent families, substandard condi-
tions, overcrowding and housing
affordability are clearly problems
for these families.

F. Need for Housing
in 1990

1. General Need for
New Units

Between 1980-1990 Maryland will
need to produce 288,700 new hous-
ing units just to accommodate new
household formation in this decade
and to replace units that will be lost
through fire, natural disaster or
demolition. In addition, if housing
conditions are to be improved for
those persons now living in substan-
dard housing beyond repair, an addi-
tional 10,000 housing units will be
needed. Thus, a total of 298,700 new
housing units are needed in the period
1980-1990, or an annual production
of 29,800 units.

During the 1970s the number of
new housing units produced averaged

Percentage of Low Income, Single Parent Families
Maryland Counties, 1980

60% or more

Less than 60%

Source: U.S. Census, 1980

33,700 annually. In the first half of
the decade 1980-1984, 132,950 units
have been built, an annual average of
26,600 units. Thus, in the balance of
the decade 1985-1990, there will be a
need for 165,750 new units or 33,150
units annually. At the rate of produc-
tion for the first half of the 1980s, it
appears that by 1990 Maryland will
have a deficit of 32,850 units.

2. Need for Units for Low
and Moderate Income
Households

In addition to the prospect that
there may be a general deficit of
housing units in Maryland by 1990,
there looms the possibility of an even
larger deficit in the number of units
produced for and affordable by low
and moderate income households. 1n
fact, based on certain assumptions,

there will be a deficit of over 101,000
units produced and available at prices
affordable by households with in-
comes under $30,000. For households
with incomes under $20,000 a year,
the deficit is relatively greater — over
86,000 housing units. For those earn-
ing under $10,000 a year, the deficit
amounts to 38,900 units.

These estimates are based on the
assumption that the relative distribu-
tion of household income that exists
in 1984 will remain constant through-
out the remainder of the decade.
Using this distribution, estimates were
made of the number of units expected
to be needed by each income group.
Estimates were then made of the ac-
tual production of units by cost for
the years 1980-1984 and estimates of
production expected for the balance
of the decade for each income group.
These estimates of housing need and
production by income group were
then compared.




The data show that, in this decade,
there will be an oversupply of hous-
ing produced for and affordable by
persons of higher income and a
dramatic undersupply of housing pro-
duced for persons of lower income.
Of the 298,700 units needed and
likely to be produced in this decade,
without subsidies, it is reasonable
to expect that 242,950 units will be
produced for persons with incomes of
over $30,000, whereas these house-
holds will require only 141,800 units.
Conversely 12,510 units will be pro-
duced for persons earning under
$20,000, while the need of these
households will equal 99,170 units.

Although based on assumptions,
the preceding is a reasonable estimate
of the housing needs which have and
will go unmet in this decade unless
subsidies are provided. The federal
government has moved away from

Maryland Housing Production by Income Levels
1980-1990

Percent
of Total

Income Range Households

Under $4,999 6.3
$5,000 - $9,999 8.9
$10,000 - $14,999 8.4
$15,000 - $19,999 9.6
$20,000 - $24,999
$25,000 - $29,999
$30,000 and over

Number of
Units Needed

18,820
26,580
25,090
28,680
28,680
28,970
141,880

Number of Deficit (—)
Units Produced or or
Likely to be Produced Surplus (+)

3,590
2,920
1,490
4,510
18,220
25,020
242,950

—15,230
—23,660
—23,600
—24,170
—10,460
—3,950
+101,070

TOTAL

298,700

298,700 = (0) =

Sources: Maryland Department of State Planning and DECD Projections.

their traditional role of provider of
both construction and operating
subsidies and no alternative source
for such subsidies has appeared.
Without subsidies it is virtually im-

possible to provide new or substan-
tially rehabilitated housing, which can
be afforded by persons earning under
$20,000.

The Production of Housing Units by Size

in Relationship to Household Size

1980-1990

Units Housing

Needed by Unit

Household Size
1 Person
2 Person

3 Person
4 Person
5 Persons or more

TOTAL

*One and two person households need 212,070 units, while 101,560 efficiency,

212,070 — 101,560 = 110,510 deficit.

**Three or more person households need 86,630 units, while 197,140 three and f

86,630 — 197,140 = 110,510 surplus.

3. Need for Units by Type
and Size

There also may be a shortfall of
110,510 smaller units to accommodate
the State’s one and two person house-
holds by 1990. This projection is
based on the assumption that the pro-
duction of housing by unit size which
occurred between 1970 and 1980 will
I€main constant throughout this
decade. This means that the produc-
tion of larger units (3 bedrooms or
more) will far outpace the production

47,790
38,840

298,700

Household Size Size
113,500
98,570

Efficiency

1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
4 Bedrooms
= or more

Units Produced Deficit (—)
or Likely tobe or
Produced Surplus (+)

—110,510*

28,380
67,210
119,480
77,660

5,970 %

+110,510**

of smaller units (efficiency, one and
two bedroom). It is also based on the
assmption that the increase in house-
holds by size that occurred in the
previous decade will be repeated in
the 1980s. In other words, smaller
households (two persons or less) will
increase rapidly, while households of
five or more will actually decline.
These data illustrate that during
the 1980s, there will be a surplus of
larger housing units to accommodate
a decreasing number of larger
households; while there will be a
shortage of smaller units to meet the

one and two bedroom units will be produced;

298,700

G

our or more bedroom units will be produced;

Sources: U.S.Census, 1980 and DECD Projections

needs of the State’s increasing num-
ber of one and two person house-
holds. Of the total 298,700 housing
units likely to be produced in the
1980s, it is expected that 101,560
smaller units will be produced; while
the need of the State’s newly created
one and two person households will
be for 212,070 units. In addition, it is
expected that the production of the
number of larger units will increase
by 197,140 throughout the 1980s,
while only 86,630 units are needed to
accommodate larger households of 3
persons or more.
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Units produced or
likely to be produced

Units needed

Units produced or
likely to be produced

Units needed

Units produced or
likely to be produced

Units needed |

Units produced or
likely to be produced

Units needed

Comparison of Units Needed vs.
Estimate of Units to be Produced
Maryland, 1980-1989

45,400

.

5|O Thousands of Units

Income Less than $10,000 per Year

6.000

3,770

4

Gb Thousands of Units

Income $10,000 - $20,000 per Year

57,650

]

1'0 60 Thousands of Units
Income $20,000 - $30,000 per Year

i
250 Thousands of Units

Income Greater than $30,000 per Year

Sources: Maryland Department of State Planning and DECD Projections




4. Need for Financial
Subsidies

As the rate of production of the
1970s shows, Maryland’s home build-
ing industry clearly has or had the
capacity to build the number of hous-
ing units needed. However, times
have changed significantly. Land
suitable for housing, which is proper-
ly zoned and serviced, has greatly
declined in availability and increased
in price, making the production of
housing increasingly difficult and
expensive. Mortgage rates are also
considerably higher, making home-

ownership unattainable to most who
do not own a home and rental units
more costly to build and rent. Federal
subsidies, which made feasible the
new construction and substantial re-
habilitation of many thousands

of units of housing in the 1970s and
early 1980s, have been eliminated.
Because of the assistance of such sub-
sidies, the Department of Economic
and Community Development’s Com-
munity Development Administration
alone produced over 8,500 new low
income rental units between 1974 and
1980. But in the regulatory, environ-
mental and political climate of the

1980s, support for such federal
subsidies has disappeared.

To produce the number and type
of units affordable by lower income
households, however, will require
subsidies from some source. In par-
ticular, based on the above projected
deficit of 38,900 units needed by
households earning under $10,000,
$175 million in subsidies would be
needed annually to provide housing
for this group alone. This amounts to
an annual average subsidy of $4,500
per unit, which is typical of that pro-
vided for new units constructed under
HUD’s Section 8 housing program.




IV. COMMISSION GOALS
AND OBJECTIVES

The previous statistics suggest that
within five years Maryland faces ever
worsening problems of housing af-
fordability for many of its lower in-
come citizens, particularly the elderly,
blacks and single parent families who
already suffer disproportionately the
most acute housing problems. Within
five years without intervention, there
will be a major gap between the
number of housing units needed for
all persons of low and moderate in-
comes and the supply available. The
cost, size and type of housing units
being built and expected to continue
to be built does not meet present and
future housing needs of Maryland’s
expanding population. Nor is there an
assured source of financial assistance
to provide subsidies to low and
moderate income Marylanders who
need them in order to be able to
afford housing.

In light of the previously cited
housing needs as well as the experi-
ence of the members, the Housing
Policy Commission hereby recom-
mends the following general goals
and objectives for the State, the
Governor, the General Assembly and
the Department of Economic and
Community Development. In the
coming year the Commission will
review each goal and objective and
make more specific recommendations
to the Governor, the General
Assembly and the Department.

A. Goals

1. The State should encourage the
diversity of the housing stock in
each jurisdiction appropriate to the
present and projected needs of the
people of Maryland.

. The State should preserve and
encourage maximum utilization
of the existing housing stock.

. The State should assure equal
access to all for housing.

. The State should review all existing
and future housing programs to

assure that priority be given to
those households with the greatest
need.

5. The State should facilitate the
effective utilization of the private
and voluntary organizations com-
mitted to the adequate housing of
the people of Maryland.

B. Objectives

1. The Governor and the General
Assembly should provide the
Department with additional
resources to develop new, and
to expand existing, financial
assistance programs which directly
serve households earning less than
$20,000 annually. Specifically,
funds should be provided to:

a. develop new and expand existing
programs which leverage other
sources of funds, such as HUD/
UDAG, HUD/CDBG, to serve
those of lowest income and in
greatest need;

. target revolving general obliga-
tion bond monies to households
and organizations serving house-
holds with incomes under
$20,000;

. expand the Community
Development Administration’s
(CDA) elderly rental program;

. expand the CDA’s housing
rehabilitation program;

. expand the Maryland Housing
Fund’s pilot project to the entire
State; and

. adequately maintain assistance
to homeowners during periods
of involuntary unemployment.

2. The Governor and the General
Assembly should provide the
Department with additional
resources for the provision of
technical assistance to strengthen
existing housing expertise and to
develop such expertise where none
exists.

3. The Governor and the General

- Assembly should provide the

Department with the legal author-

ity to develop, establish and moni-
tor a uniform code and standards

for both new housing construction
and rehabilitation.

. The Governor and the General

Assembly should encourage the
reuse of existing vacant buildings
(both public and private) for
housing. '

. The Governor and the General

Assembly should use their political
influence to encourage the federal
government to reconsider the pro-
vision of housing subsidies for
those with the lowest income and
in greatest need.

. The Governor and the General

Assembly should recognize that
general obligation bonds and mort-
gage revenue bonds compete in dif-
ferent markets and that revenue
bonds do not require the full faith
and credit of the State as backing,
and, thus, should encourage the
maximum utilization of revenue
bonds to produce affordable
housing.

. The Department should develop

special programs to assist groups
involved in neighborhood develop-
ment efforts which provide hous-
ing for households earning less
than $20,000 annually.

. The Department, in conjunction

with other appropriate State agen-
cies, should assist local gov-
ernment, churches, non-profit
organizations and other groups to
determine the extent of homeless-
ness within their communities and
to develop emergency shelters and/
or other facilities to meet the
housing needs of the homeless.

. The Department should continue

to encourage and assist the Afford-
able Housing Conference Commit-
tee to develop solutions for the
provision of affordable housing

in the State.
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APPENDIX A

CREATION OF THE MARYLAND
HOUSING POLICY COMMISSION

(Annotated Code of Maryland,
Article 41, Section 257D)

§ 257D. Boards, commissions, etc., included within Department;
Maryland Housing Policy Commission; Advisory Commission.

(a) The following agencies, boards, commissions, councils, corporations,
authorities, trusts, and divisions shall be included within the Department of
Economic and Community Development:

(1) The Maryland membership unit of the Appalachian Regional Commission

(2) Development Credit Corporation of Maryland

(3) Division of Economic Development

(4) Maryland Advisory Commission on Atomic Energy

(5) Maryland Arts Council

(6) Maryland Historical Trust

(7) Maryland Industrial Development and Financing Authority

(8) Maryland membership unit of the Southern Interstate Nuclear Board

(9) St. Mary’s City Commission

(10) Community Development Administration

(11) Seafood Marketing Authority and Division of Market Development

(12) Maryland Bicentennial Commission for the Commemoration of the
American Revolution

(13) Division of Tourism

(14) Commission on Afro-American History and Culture

(15) Commission on Indian Affairs

(16) Maryland Housing Policy Commission.

(b) The Department shall also include such other agencies, commissions,
boards, committees, councils or units of government as may hereafter pursuant
to law be declared to be part of the Department of Economic and Community
Development.

(c) (1) There is a Maryland Housing Policy Commission to assist the Secretary
in identifying opportunities to increase the housing supply for individuals of low
and moderate income and to increase opportunities for the home ownership by
those individuals.

(2) The Commission shall consist of 10 members who shall be appointed by
the Governor from the various regions of the State and shall include:

(i) 1 citizen actively engaged in the residential building industry;

(ii) 1 citizen actively engaged in the banking or mortgage banking industry;

(iii) 2 local public officials involved with housing and community development
activities; :

(iv) 1 citizen who is a resident of government assisted housing;

(v) 1 citizen who is a member of a neighborhood organization or civic group
concerned with promoting low income housing; and

(vi) 4 members of the public at large.

(3) The Speaker of the House of Delegates or his designee and the President of
the State Senate or his designee shall serve as nonvoting members of the Commis-
sion.




(4) The public members of the Commission shall serve terms of 4 years beginn-
ing July 1, 1983, except that a member appointed to fill a vacancy in an unex-
pired term or to succeed a member who is holding over serves only for the re-
mainder of the term.

(5) The Governor shall designate a chairman and a vice chairman from among
the public members of the Commission.

(6) For the purposes set forth in paragraph (c)(1) and under the direction of
the Secretary, the Commission shall:

(i) Develop, adopt, and annually update a housing plan, policy, and needs
statement for the State which shall be consistent with the purposes of paragraph
(c)(1), include an assessment of the progress of the Department in implementing
the plan, policy, and needs statement, and be presented to the Governor and the
General Assembly;

(i) Examine, develop, and recommend to the Secretary innovative programs
relating to the building, financing, insuring and managing of housing for those
families, elderly citizens, and other special populations that cannot be adequately
served by the private market;

(ii) Review federal housing programs and make recommendations to the
Secretary on the most effective use of those programs in this State;

(iv) Appear before federal agencies, Congress, and the General Assembly to
advocate the need for housing policies and legislation designed to fulfill the pur-
poses of paragraph (c)(1);

(v) Assist the Secretary in developing a public information service designed to
bring available housing resources to the attention of populations in need;

(vi) On an annual basis, review existing housing programs within the Depart-
ment and make appropriate recommendations for modification to the Secretary;

(vii) Review departmental proposals for new housing programs and make ap-
propriate recommendations to the Secretary; and

(viii) Encourage and assist the efforts of local governments to develop mutual
and cooperative solutions to common housing problems.

(7) The Secretary shall provide staff support to the Commission.

(8) Each public member shall serve without compensation but be entitled to
reimbursement for expenses under the Standard State Travel Regulations.




As part of its mandate the Commis-
sion has also reviewed the Department
of Economic and Community Devel-
opment’s (DECD) housing finance,
technical assistance, insurance and
codes programs. This review includes
descriptions of: (1) program purpose
and responsibilities, (2) program
activity by geographic region,

(3) program clients or beneficiaries
and (4) program delinquency and/or
claims experience.

DECD’s housing programs all come
under the direction and coordination
of the Assistant Secretary for Housing
and Community Development. These
programs are administered by four
major divisions, the Codes Adminis-
tration, Community Development Ad-
ministration, Division of Local and
Regional Development and Maryland

Maryland Housing
Paoligy Commission

Maryland Affordable
Housing Conference
Committee

APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT’S HOUSING PROGRAMS

Housing Fund. Each of these divisions
and their respective programs as well
as other relevant housing activities are
presented in the following organiza-
tional chart.

1. Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Housing
and Community
Development

Not only is the Assistant Secretary
responsible for the direction and coor-
dination of all the Department’s hous-
ing, community development and
cultural programs, but two housing
activities, the Affordable Housing
Conference Committee and the Neigh-
borhood Housing Services Program,
are directly operated from this Office.

DECD Housing Programs

secretary — DECD

Assistant Secretary — HCD

In addition, staff for the Housing
Policy Commission is provided by the
Office.

Affordable Housing
Conference Committee

In January 1983, Maryland
was one of four states selected
by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Develop-
ment to participate in the
national ‘‘Joint Venture for
Affordable Housing.”” As part
of this effort the Maryland Af-
fordable Housing Conference
was held in July 1983. This
Conference, which was spon-
sored by the Governor’s Office,
the General Assembly, and the
Department of Economic and
Community Development,

Maryiand Housing Finance
Review Committes

Codes
Adminstration

Melghborhood
Housing
Services

Community
Development
Administration

Maryland
Housing Fund

Division of Local
and Regicnal
Developrment

Single Family Programs

Multi-Family Programs

Home Improvement Programs

Housing
Develooment
Advisory Service

aingle Famiby
Frogram

MLt 'F|.1"'5I|"f'
Program

Maryland
Apoalachian

Seclion 8 Existing
Subisidies Programs

Housing Program




brought together over 250
Marylanders representing more
than 100 groups interested in
reducing housing costs. The
goal of the Conference was to
develop recommendations for
State action to reduce housing
costs for all Maryland citizens.
Forty-one recommendations
were developed in the areas of

Table B.1
CDA’s Cumulative Production By Program Group
(October 31, 1984)

CDA Mortgage
and Construction Percent
Program Group Units Finances of Total

Multi-Family 16,021* $523,578,552 55.5%
Single Family 9,509 372,227,755 39.5

financing, infrastructure, land Home Improvement 3,762
use, public activities, duplica- HUD Existing
tion of requirements, front end TOTAL 32.834

47,326,647 5.0
3,542 — —

costs, and codes. At the conclu-
sion of the Conference, the Af-
fordable Housing Conference
Committee responsible for
organizing it, decided to con-
tinue to meet and work toward
accomplishing the 41 recom-
mendations of the Conference.
The Committee has recom-
mended several legislative
proposals and educational and
informational activities, some
of which have been adopted
and/or implemented.

Neighborhood Housing
Services Program

Maryland’s participation in
the Neighborhood Housing Ser-
vices Program (NHS) was in-
itiated in 1983 with funds from
the State.* The purpose of the
program is to assist qualified
Neighborhood Housing Services
Corporations by providing
one-third of their operating
expenses (up to a maximum of
$50,000 per corporation or pro-
gram) and by serving on the
Boards of the corporations.

NHS Corporations are non-
profit organizations formed
with pre-commitment by the
residents, business community
(particularly the lending com-
munity) and government to
provide funds, support and
technical assistance to revitalize
specific neighborhoods. The
basic NHS goals are to develop
pride in the community, in-
crease homeownership through
tenant conversions, improve
code enforcement, and leverage
public money with private
funds for purchase and
rehabilitation of property to
health and safety staudards.
Specific services provided in-
clude counseling, rehabilitation
planning, community organiza-

tion and financing for those
not able to obtain credit from
traditional sources through a
revolving loan fund.

To date two NHS corpora-
tions and four programs in
Cumberland and Baltimore
City have been established. The
existing NHS programs serve
32,550 low and moderate in-
come residents, representing
9910 households. In addition, a
total of $712,720 in credit from
the three revolving loan funds
in Baltimore City has been pro-
vided to eligible borrowers in
FY 1983, which has in turn
leveraged $9.6 million in
loans for neighborhood
improvement.

2. Community Development
Administration

Program Purpose and
Responsibilities

The Community Develop-
ment Administration (CDA)
was created in 1970 by the
General Assembly in response
to a growing shortage of hous-
ing for the limited-income, the
elderly and handicapped.* *
Since operations began in 1974,
CDA, as Maryland’s housing
finance agency, has imple-
mented its mission by providing
construction and/or mortgage
financing for single and multi-
family housing, by financing
home and energy conservation
improvements in existing hous-
ing and by administering
federal rent subsidies.

CDA, with one of the most
comprehensive enabling statutes

$943,132,954 100.0%

*Includes 46 developments and 5,614 units for the elderly.

in the Nation, currently ad-
ministers 20 different programs
which provide a wide array of
housing for Maryland residents.
CDA’s programs are funded by
the proceeds from the sale of
tax-exempt revenue bonds and
notes totaling ($1,274,945,325),
by State general obligation
bonds ($74,100,000), by State
appropriations ($22,500,000),
and by annual federal subsidies
($35,000,000). CDA is totally
self supporting and receives no
tax dollars to support any of
its direct or indirect operating
expenses.

Program Activity

As of October 31, 1984,
CDA has provided financing or
administered federal subsidies
for 32,834 units of housing in
Maryland. The distribution of
these units across CDA pro-
grams and program groups is
shown in Tables B.l and B.2.

*Article 41, Sections 538-543 of the
Annotated Code of Maryland.

* *Article 41, Sections 266DD1-8
and 257L and Financial
Institutions Article 13-301 —
13-317 of the Annotated Code
of Maryland.




Table B.2
CDA Cumulative Production By Program
(October 31, 1984)

Year Mortgage/Construction
Program Implemented Financing Status

Maryland Home Financing 1974 $ 71,975,770 Active

Section 236 1975 76,807,042 Fed. Funds Cut - Projects
Managed by CDA

Fed. Funds Cut
Active
Active

Tandem/Construction/Sec. 8 1975
Section 8 Existing 1977

Maryland Housing 1978
Rehabilitation

71,350,022
13,707,684
30,105,982

Section 8 New 1978
Construction C & P

Homeownership 1980
Development

Mortgage Purchase 1980
Section 8 Mod Rehab 1981
Public Housing 1982

Market

Rate - MF 1982

Residential Energy - 1982
Conservation

- Rental Housing Demo 1982

Migrant Housing 1982
Home and Energy - SF 1983
Home and Energy - MF 1983

Energy

Bank 1984

Emergency Homeowners 1984
Assistance

Elderly

Rental Housing 1984

Rental Rehabilitation 1984

TOTAL

Sixty-one percent of CDA’s
total production was ac-
complished between FY 1981
and FY 1984. Despite the
massive cut-backs in federal in-
terest and rent subsidy pro-
grams, CDA has maintained
production capacity averaging
8,300 units annually over these
five years. This is due primarily
to the continuing use of
revenue bonds to finance single
and multifamily housing
Statewide. Although CDA’s
single family and home im-
provement programs increased
significantly by 112 percent and
140 percent, respectively, in FY

228,364,090

91,410,640

208,841,345
3,261,876
33,080,723
113,976,675
1,000,000

3,615,665
12,705,000

$960,102,514

1984, the Existing HUD Section
8 federal subsidy programs,
which are so vital to serving
truly low income persons, add-
ed only 200 units Statewide.
CDA'’s development of newly
constructed, and substantially
rehabilitated, market rate rental
housing, and the single -family
bond issues undertaken ‘“‘on
behalf of’’ local government
have also contributed to recent
production growth.

While CDA’s programs have
progressively served more
geographic areas of the State,
the majority of CDA’s past
production has been located

Fed. Funds Cut - Projects
Managed by CDA

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Converted into the HELP
Program

Converted into the Rental
Rehab Program

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active

Active
Active

in urban areas, especially
Baltimore City, as shown in
Tables B.3 — B.6. However,
several rural counties, in
particular, Charles and
Washington, have made greater
use of the programs than
others. In general, CDA’s
home improvement programs
have been used more widely by
all of Maryland’s jurisdictions,
than the single faniily and
multifamily finance programs.
Achieving wider geographic
distribution of the programs

is an emerging goal of CDA.




Table B.3
CDA Cumulative Production By Region
(October 31, 1984)

Percent
Units Financing Distribution

Baltimore Metro Area
Anne Arundel 2,607 $ 91,043,465 9.7%
Baltimore City 8,282 252,956,210 26.8
Baltimore County 2,871 100,109,778 10.6
Carroll 760 27,018,740 2.9
Harford 934 34,232,625 3.6
Howard 1,039 33,310,217 3.5

16,493 $538,671,035 57.1

Washington Metro Area

Prince George's 2,968 $ 95,905,276
Montgomery 3,380 108,623,234
Frederick 917 30,052,054

7,265 $234,580,564

Southern Maryland
Calvert $ 6,673,367
Charles 55,686,517
St. Mary’s 12,723,581

$ 75,083,465

Western Maryland
Allegany $ 11,792,326
Garrett 1,270,800
Washington 32,365,706

$ 45,428,832

Eastern Shore
Caroline $ 7,647,137
Cecil 3,008,350
Dorchester 6,273,383
Kent 1,769,070
Queen Anne's 2,620,415
Somerset 1,277,650
Talbot 5,278,325
Wicomico 17,282,515
Worcester 4,212,213

$ 49,369,058

TOTAL $943,132,954




Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore County
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George’s
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

TOTAL

Table B.4
CDA Cumulative Single Family Mortgage Financing
(October 31, 1984)

Homeownership
Development Percent
Financing Distribution Units

$ — — 52
$19,470,800 21.3% 591
4,998,400 S 1,464
8,794,890 9.6 1,156
1,619,800 157 42
— — 68
4,623,000 SNl
49,900 0.1 44
23,566,500 257 27
— — 19
5,958,850 6.5
9,774,400 10.7
988,200 1.1

7,394,200 8.1
— — 30
1,278,100 1.4 34
— — 15
2,554,300 2.8 24
— — 126
339,300 . 114

100.0% 5,018

$91,410,640

Mortgage
Purchase
Financing

$ 1735175
28,664,490
48,541,250
51,186,355

1,887,600
2,741,900
7,122,500
1,725,850
1,322,600
637,300
7,149,950
272,600
8,741,865
3,862,400
260,600
6,935,600
21,584,350
1,404,800
1,638,060
487,150
1,011,300
5,262,250
4,234,750
486,000

$208,896,695

Percent
Distribution

09%
13.7
232
245

0.9

1¥3

3.4

09

0.7

0.3

3.4

0.1

42

1.9

0.1

33
10.3

0.7

0.8

02

0.5

2.5

2.0

02

100.0%

36
50
47
27
17
25
60
22
61
90
15
53

38
24
18
36
132
94
1

2,701

Maryland
Home
Financing

$ 1,196,100
10,218,600
17,043,590
16,954,100

1,179,300
1,355,300
1,479,200
753,900
543,600
553,400
1,777,600
642,000
1,707,600
2,552,200
420,500
1,467,200
2,965,600
1,091,400
781,500
536,900
1,160,100
3,048,100
2,192,000
345,300
$71,965,090

Percent

Distribution

1.7%
14.2
23.6
23.6

1.7

1.9

21

1.0

0.8

0.8

25

0.9

2.4

315

0.6

2.0

4.1

1.5

1.1

0.7

1.6

4.2

3.0

0.5

100.0%




Table B.5
CDA Multifamily Cumulative Production
(October 31, 1984)

Percent
County Units Financing Distribution
Allegany 212 $ 7,539,200 1.4%
Anne Arundel 1,017 30,251,900 5.8
Baltimore City 4,255 156,430,005 29.9
Baltimore County 597 19,209,115 3.7
Calvert 51 1,692,000 0.3
Caroline 120 3,064,387 0.5
Carroll 401 12,766,375 2.4
Cecll - - —
Charles 957 29,859,100 57
Dorchester : 152 4,737,760 0.9
Frederick 459 13,643,100 2.6
Garrett - - -
Harford 412 12,860,600 2.5
Howard 814 25,452,026 4.9
Kent 20 950,000 0.2
Montgomery 2,887 91,529,580 17.5
Prince George's 2,215 69,414,090 133
Queen Anne's — —

St. Mary's 281 8,874,120 1574
Somerset — == ==
Talbot — — =
Washington 21,971,211 4.2
Wicomico 10,029,900 1)
Worcester 3,304,083 0.6

TOTAL $523,578,552




Table B.6
CDA Cumulative Home Improvement Financing
(October 31, 1984)

MARYLAND HOUSING RESIDENTIAL HOME AND ENERGY LOAN
REHABILITATION ENERGY CONSERVATION PROGRAM - Single Family*
Percent Percent Percent
Financing Distribution Units Financing Distribution Units Flnancing Distribution

Aliegany $ 1,078,850 3.6% 1 $ 2,260 02% 38 $ 242,741 6.9%
Anne Arundel 1,808,145 60 320,619 321 31 308,911 8.8
Baltimore City 12,377,135 411 164,711 16.5 85 696,119 19.8
Baltimore County 3,113,635 10.3 135,329 135 91 716,354 20.4
Calvert 15 267,600 0.9 20,317 20 2 6,750 0.2
Caroline 35 400,500 4} 8) 13,465 1.4 il 71,585 2.0
Carroll 76 919,500 3.1 5,490 0.5 12 102,675 2.9
Cecll 23 463,900 15 — — 2 14,800 04
Charles 16 231,450 0.8 17,180 1.7 145,980 42
Dorchester 28 291,800 1.0 19,968 2.0 33,155 09
Frederick 1,428,400 4.8 11,291 14 82,630 2.4
Garrett 27 328,100 1.4 —- — 28,100 0.8
Harford 78 1,068,750 3¥5) 12,280 1.2 67,130 1.9
Howard 18 335,550 1.1 18,491 1.9 101,350 2.9
Kent ) 91,250 0.3 3,900 04 42,820 1.2
Montgomery 82 1,103,367 3.7 70,287 7.0 123,000 315
Prince George's 102 1,575,910 5.2 118,716 11.9 246,610 7.0
Queen Anne's 4 64,800 0.2 5,365 05 54,050 1.5
St. Mary’s 15 109,500 0.4 7,301 0.7 35,000 1.0
Somerset 17 233,150 08 —- -— 20,450 06
Talbot 35 418,900 1.4 40,735 4.1 92,990 2.6
Washington 168 1,876,380 6.2 5,565 0.6 202,200 58
Wicomico 41 422,900 1.4 4,700 05 8 58,965 i
Worcester 11 - _96,500 03 iOSO 0.2 2ﬁ_ 21,300 0&_

TOTAL 2,329  $30,105,982 100.0% 342 $1,000,000 1000% 438 $3,515,665 100.0%

*The Home and Energy Loan Program has also provided finance for 653 multi-family units for a total of $12,705,000, all of which have
been located in Baltimore City.




Program Beneficiaries

Most of the beneficiaries of
CDA'’s programs are house-
holds earning above $20,000 a
year, as shown in Table B.7.
The data in this table, which
compares the average house-
hold income of those served
under CDA’s programs with
each program’s income limits,
clearly reflects the impact of
the recent loss of federal hous-
ing subsidies. Whereas housing
programs with federal subsidies
can, in general, serve house-
holds earning roughly $8,000
annually, CDA’s programs
funded with revenue bonds
without subsidies on average
serve households earning above
$22,000 a year.

Program Foreclosure and
Delinquency Experience

As presented in Table B.8,
CDA’s loan portfolio has few
foreclosures, defaults and delin-
quencies. In addition, CDA has
never in its 10 year history had
a bond default or missed a
bond payment. All of CDA’s
revenue bonds are not only
secured by fully insured mort-
gages but are also backed by
real estate financed with bond
proceeds.

3. Division of Local and
Regional Development

The Local Support Services section
of the Division of Local and Regional
Development (DLRD) is responsible
for providing technical, managerial
and financial assistance primarily in
the areas of housing, commercial
revitalization and community facilities

Table B.7
Incomes of Households Served by CDA Programs
(FY 1984)

Average Household

Program Income Limits income
MULTIFAMILY RENTAL PROGRAMS
* Market Rate $28,000 - $33,000

(80% of area median)
e Section 8 $6,700 - $33,750
and $6,932
Section 236 $10,700 - $40,050
(varies by region)

$23,501

SINGLE FAMILY HOMEOWNERSH!P PROGRAMS
¢ Homeownership $28,000 - $33,000
Development

$24,720

* Mortgage
Purchase

e Maryland Home
Finance

$28,000 - $33,000 $25,431

$13,000 - $17,500 $14,716

HOME IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS
e Home and Energy
Loan

e Home and Energy None
Loan
(Energy Loans)

e Maryland Home
Rehabilitation

$28,000 - $33,000 $22,739

$38,313

$21,500 - $29,300
(varies by region)

$21,020

EXISTING SUBSIDIES PROGRAMS
e Section 8 Existing
and Moderate
Rehabilitation

$6,700 - $33,750 $8,328
(varies by region)

Table B.8
CDA Foreclosure and Delinquency Experience

Number of Loans
Currently 90

Number of
Foreclosures
in History of Percent Days or More Percent

Program of Total Delinquent of Total

Multi-Family Programs 2 .02 none none
Single-Family Programs 85 .92 108 1.3

Home Improvement (0] .30 35 ]
Programs

to local governments, non-profit
Organizations, small businesses and
others. The Division’s mandate for
these activities is derived from other
DECD statutes and, since its inception
In the mid 1970s, its services have been
financed with federal, State and -
Special funds. The Division provides
Its assistance through more than a a. Energy Efficient

dozen different programs. Of these its Housing Project

housing activities are centered on two In 1983, DLRD used a
SUccessful programs, the Housing $10,000 grant from the Ap-
Development Advisory Service and the palachian Regional Commission
Maryland Appalachian Housing Pro- to contract with the University
gram, and one pilot project on energy of Maryland’s School of Archi-

efficient housing construction. An
estimated $640,000 in administration
expenses (about 50 percent of the
overall Local Support Services’
budget) is projected to be spent

on DLRD housing related services
in FY 1985.

tecture to develop and promote
the design of an energy effi-
cient, affordable house. Energy
efficient design elements in-
clude, among others, the use of
passive solar orientation, in-
creased insulation and more
efficient and visible use of
limited living space (1100 sq.
ft.). With the completion of the
design, the Division began
working with the Public Hous-
ing Authority of Allegany
County to construct and test
over a five year period two




prototype units based on the
design. Completion of con-
struction of the two units is
expected in the Spring of 1985.
Negotiations by DLRD have
been initiated for the future
construction and testing of
additional houses using a simi-
lar design and energy efficient
principles and techniques in
Annapolis and on the Eastern
Shore.

Housing Development
Adyvisory Service

The Division inaugurated the
Housing Development Advisory
Service (HDAS) in January
1982. HDAS provides educa-
tional and informational
subscription services to
stimulate the development of
affordable housing and to pro-
mote public/private sector
cooperation in the area of
housing. Through the monthly
publication and distribution of
the newsletter, ‘“Talk About
Housing,”’ as well as technical
reports, HDAS provides infor-
mation on federal and state
housing finance programs, new
housing construction tech-
niques, housing conferences
and workshops of interest and
proposed federal and State
housing legislation and/or new
regulations. HDAS also offers
training programs to increase
the capacity of local govern-
ment officials, small devel-
opers, members of non-profit
organizations and others con-
cerned with development of
affordable housing. Since 1982,
more than 15 seminars have
been held covering topics such
as syndication, housing through
volunteerism, home equity con-
version, cost accounting, lever-
aging techniques and tools for
affordable housing. More than
500 people have participated in
these seminars over the years.
Upon request, on-site assistance
with housing needs analyses,
feasibility studies, federal and
state grants application and
management and rehabilitation
techniques is provided by
DLRD staff as well.

Table B.9
MAHP Cumulative Production By Housing Type
(December 31, 1984)

No. No. MAHP Total
Type Projects Units Funds Investment

Housing for the Elderly 7 457 $584,993  $21,618,786

Multi-Family New 3 156 262,996 5,953,983
Construction

Multi-Family Rehabilitation 97

Single-Family Rehabilitation 70

Single-Family New 2
Construction

248,631
222,470
10,000

3,678,335
1,750,000
160,000

Mix Multi-Family/Single
Family

100,000 1,923,300

Single-Family Mortgage
Bond Issue

TOTAL

10,000 6,142,945

$41,227,349

1,439,096

Table B.10
MAHP Cumulative Grants/Loans By County
(December 31, 1984)
Allegany Garrett Washington Total
$218,184 $204,059 $199,886  $622,129

Type of Grant/Loan

Technical Assistance

Planning, Site and
Demonstration

TOTAL

1,439,096

498,790 462,042 478,264

$716,974 $666,101 $678,150 $2,061,225

As shown in Table B.9,
MAHP since its inception has
financed 21 projects, which
have resulted in construction/
rehabilitation of 1152 units and
leveraged over $41 million in
investment. Forty percent of dll
MAHP’s funds and units have
gone for housing for the elder-
ly. Because approximately 65
percent of all the households in
the three Counties earned less
than $20,000 per year in 1980 .
(with median household income
averaging under $15,000) and
because all the households
financed under MAHP have
met the eligibility criteria for
other federal, State and local
programs, virtually all of the
beneficiaries of the MAHP are
low and moderate income
households. Moreover, as
shown in Table B.10, MAHP’s
funds have been evenly shared
among the three Counties. To
date, no defaults have occurred
under the program.

Maryland Appalachian
Housing Program

The Maryland Appalachian
Housing Program (MAHP) was
started by DLRD in 1975 with
a grant from the Appalachian
Regional Commission. The
purpose of the MAHP is to
stimulate production and
preservation of housing for low
and moderate income house-
holds in Western Maryland
(Allegany, Garrett and
Washington Counties) by
assisting primarily local non-
profit and limited dividend
organizations. Specifically, the
program provides: (1) technical
assistance grants to each of the
three Counties to hire housing
professionals, (2) project loans
for preliminary planning,
feasibility studies and site
development (water, sewer,
roads) and (3) grants or loans
for projects using new and/or
innovative production tech-
niques or housing types.




Table B.11
MHF Cumulative Insured Loans in Force by Program and Region
(October 1984)

SINGLE FAMILY —PRIMARY SINGLE FAMILY—POOL MULTI-FAMILY
Jurisdiction Number Amt (Millions) Number Amt (Millions) Number Amt (Millions)

Baltimore City 3812 $ 874 177 $ 436 16 $ 522

Metropolitan Baltimore

Anne Arundel $ 36.4 764 $ 39.1 $17.8

Baltimore 344 1010 461 11.3

Carroll 8.6 193 10.3 10.5

Harford 15.2 314 15.9 4.4
5.5 86 4.2 12.8

$100.1 2367 $115.6 56.8

Western Maryland

Allegany $ 08

Frederick 12.0
" Garrett 0.1

Washington 46

Sub-Total S5

Southern Maryland

Calvert $ 21
Charles 22.1
Montgomery 12.9
Prince-George's 7.4
St. Mary's 1.9

Sub-Total

Eastern Shore

Caroline

Cecil 0.5
Dorchester 0.4
Kent 0.2
Queen Anne's 0.7
Somerset 0.3
Talbot 3.3
Wicomico 2.6
Worcester 0.4

Sub-Total $ 11.0

TOTAL $262.4

4. Maryland H ousing Fund these objectives by providing George’s Counties, and by
both primary and pool insur- private lenders. State general
a. Program Purpose and ance for single family mortgage obligation bonds, plus premium
Responsibilities loans and insurance on loans income, application fees and
The Maryland Housing Fund for construction and permanent investment income provide the
(MHF) was established in 1972 financing for multifamily hous- sources of finance for MHF’s
to stimulate homeownership ing. Collectively MHF provides insurance reserves and
and to increase the supply of insurance for more than a operating expenses.
rental housing for limited dozen programs, operated by
income households, elderly CDA as well as by public e
and handicapped residents of agencies in Baltimore City, *Article 41, Section 257K et. seq. of
Maryland.* The Fund has met Montgomery and Prince the Annotated Code of Maryland.
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Under its single family pro-
gram, the Fund’s responsibili-
ties include a thorough review
of the creditworthiness of the
borrower and of the value to
loan ratio in order to minimize
the down payment required of
the borrower. Each application
is further scrutinized for com-
pliance with all public agency
regulations if the insurance is
for mortgages resulting from
the issuance of mortgage
revenue bonds. Under its multi-
family program, the Fund
undertakes both an in-depth
review of the financial capacity
of the developer/borrower as
well as an independent analysis
of the financial feasibility of
the project.

Program Activity

Table B.11 illustrates the
cumulative amount of MHF in-
surance in force by geographic
region under both its single and
multifamily programs, as of
October 1984. The majority of
the Fund’s insurance has gone
" to support development of
housing in the Baltimore and
Washington, D.C. metropolitan
areas. A significant number of
units, however, have also been
insured in Frederick and
Charles Counties. As depicted
irr Table B.12, 95 percent of all
multifamily developments, units
and total amount insured by
the Fund has been in support
of CDA programs.

Program Beneficiaries

Under its single family pro-
gram, 65 percent of the loans
insured by MHF have been for
low (14 percent) and moderate

(51 percent) income households.

As shown in Table B.13, only
two percent of both the total
number and amount of loans
insured have been for high
income households.

Subdivision
Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore County
Calvert

Caroline

Carroll
Dorchester
Frederick
Harford

Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
St. Mary's
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

TOTAL

Non-CDA Loans

Subdivision

Baltimore City
Montgomery
Prince George's

TOTAL

Household Income

O — $14,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$25,000 to $35,999
36,000 and over
TOTAL

Table B.12
MHF Multi-Family Insured Loans By Type
(October 1984)

Community Development Administration Loans

Number of Units
110
678

1,868
408
9l
120
329
152
238
170
448
20
893
904
152
300
219
50

7,110

Number of Units

218

Number of
Amount Insured Developments

$ 2,784,000 1
17,782,000
51,698,000
11,266,000

1,692,000
3,064,000
10,459,000
4,738,000
6,693,000
4,384,000
12,797,000
950,000
28,159,000
25,501,000
6,233,000
10,339,000
6,444,000
1,500,000

$206,483,000

~

WN WO N=22WNNDNDNNDWW-= O

(9]
w

Number of

Amount Insured Developments

$500,000
8,400,000
601,000

$9,501,000

Table B.13
Incomes of Households Served By MHF Single Family
Insurance Program

(October 1984)

Total Loans

(No.)
1,854
6,546
4,271
259

12,930

Total Amount
(%) ($ Mill.) (%)

14.4 $ 365 7.3
50.6 246.7 491
33.0 206.5 411

2.0 12.3 2.5

100.0% $502.0 100.0%




Program Claims Experience
Under its single farélilx in-d . MHF Claims Experience
surance program, as depicted in
Table B.14, MHF has had to (June 30, 1984)
pay on only 195 claims over its Number
more than 10 year history for a
total of approximately $4.1
million. Most of these defaults,
which amount to less than two
percent of total insured single
family loans in force, have oc-
curred in the past few years as
a result of the economic reces- Number
sion. Moreover, $2.5 million Multi-Family Program

Table B.14

Claims
Amt. ($ Millions)

Single Family Program
Total Claims Paid 195 $4,073
Recovery Sales 145 2,516
Property for Sale 50 1,372
Estimated Net Loss $185,000

Amt. ($ Thousands)

has been recovered through
sales of 145 of the houses.
Under its multifamily program,
the fund has had to pay on
only two claims and through
property resales has actually
made a profit of $10,500.

5. Codes Administration

a.

Program Purpose and
Responsibilities

The Codes Administration
was created and began opera-
tions in 1971. The Adminis-
tration is responsible for
administering the Industrialized
Building and Mobile Homes
Program, promoting the Model
Performance Building Code,
enforcing the Maryland Build-
ing Code for the Handicapped,
and administering the Maryland
Safety Glazing Law and Energy
Conservation Guidelines.* In
general, the major objectives of
the Codes operations are to
assure quality control in factory
assembled modular buildings in
the State, promote safe, sound
and energy efficient construc-
tion practices and assure ac-
cessibility to all buildings for
physically disabled persons. The
Codes Administration’s pro-
grams operate Statewide and
are not targeted to any specific
income level or related to a
special group, with the excep-
tion of enforcement of the
Handicapped Code.

The Industrialized Building
and Mobile Home Program
provides certification standards
for any building, building sub-

Recovery Sales
Net Profit $10,500

system or component manufac-
tured or partially assembled
off-site to be located in
Maryland. The Administration
is responsible for assuring that
industrialized (modular) struc-
tures are built in compliance
with the State’s Model Per-
formance Building Code. Con-
sequently, the Administration
assumes pre-emptive code en-
forcement authority over local
jurisdictions for that portion of
the module built in the factory.
However, with regard to mobile
(manufactured) homes which
are constructed according to
federal standards and regula-
tions, the Administration’s
responsibility is to follow up
and resolve complaints associ-
ated with transportation,
damage or set-up of these
buildings.

To encourage all jurisdictions

Total Claims Paid $579.5

590.0

in Maryland to adopt a modern
building code, the Administra-
tion has developed a Model
Performance Building Code for
construction in the State. This
code, which is the Building
Officials and Code Administra-
tors (BOCA) International
Basic Building Code, covers
such elements as plumbing,
structural, electrical and
mechanical systems and other
elements appropriate to assure
safe and sound construction.
This model code is not binding
in any local jurisdiction unless
specifically adopted by that
jurisdiction. In addition, the
Administration has established
a program of training and cer-
tification for local code en-
forcement officials to enable
them to be more effective in
inspections of industrialized
buildings and mobile homes.

*Article 41, Sections 25 7J, 257K,

257M, 257N, 266EE1-8 and 266GGI-6

of the Annotated Code of Maryland.
55




Program Activity

Currently there are eight
modular factories and one
mobile home manufacturer pro-
ducing buildings in Maryland.
Altogether, there are over 50
industrialized building manu-
facturers doing business with
the State of Maryland. As
shown in Table B.15, over
20,000 modular units and over
15,000 mobile homes have been
approved by the Codes Ad-
ministration, since the begin-
ning of program operations in
the early 1970s. During fiscal
year 1984, as shown in Table
B.16, Baltimore, Montgomery
and Prince George’s Counties
had the highest percentages of
industrialized buildings located
in their jurisdictions. But one
municipality alone, Ocean City,
had eight percent of the total
number of units located within
its boundaries.

Table B.15
Industrialized Buildings
and Mobile Homes
Installed in Maryland
(Number of Units)

Industrialized Mobile
F.Y. Buildings Homes

1971

1972 DATA UNAVAILABLE
1973

1974 2,232 1,907
1975 1,271 1,833
1976 1,680 1,846
1977 1,841 1,630
1978 2,232 1,151
1979 1,771 1,281
1980 1,310 1,073
1981 1,700 1,097
1982 1,635 1,080
1983 2,866 1,150
1984 3,806 1,450
TOTAL 22,344* 15,498

*Figure includes about 1,500 buildings
other than dwellings.

Table B.16

Industrialized Buildings

Located in Maryland
(F.Y. 84)

Counties and Cities
Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore
Calvert .
Caroline .
Carroll . ..
Cecil . ..
Charles . .
Dorchester .
Frederick
Garrett . ..
Harford. . .
Howard

Kent . ...
Montgomery .
Prince George's
Queen Anne's . .
St. Mary's . ..
Somerset
Talbot . .
Washington .
Wicomico . . .
Worcester . .
Baltimore City
Ocean City . . .

TOTAL

1
6
2

.4

LA 2

5 &
42
.2
1
5

1
.4
5

1
2
4
.2
L2
1
8
2
.2
.4
1
. 8




APPENDIX C

STATISTICAL DATA ON
HOUSING IN MARYLAND

Table C.1: Maryland Population, 1970-1980

Table C.2: Maryland Households, 1970-1980

Table C.3: Persons Per Maryland Household, 1970-1990
Table C.4: Maryland Household Size, 1980

Table C.5: Maryland Housing Units, 1970-1990

Table C.6: Maryland Housing Types, 1980

Table C.7: Maryland Housing Unit Size, 1980

Table C.8: ‘Maryland Housing Cost and Quality, 1980

Table C.9: Maryland Homeowners and Renters Paying 35 Percent or More
of Income for Housing Costs, 1980

Table C.10: Maryland Elderly Population, 1980

Table C.11: Maryland Elderly Families and Individuals with Incomes less
than $10,000 per Year, 1980

Table C.12: Maryland Black Households with Incomes less than $10,000 per
Year, 1980

Table C.13: Maryland Single Parent Families with Incomes less than $10,000
per Year, 1980




County
Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City

Baltimore County

Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne’s
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

MARYLAND

Sources: U.S. Census, 1970, 1980 and Department of State Planning Projections, 1990

Table C.1: Maryland Population, 1970-1990

1970
84,044
297,539
905,759
621,077
20,682
19,781
69,006
53,291
47,678
29,405
84,927
21,476
115,378
61,911
16,146
522,809
660,567
18,422
47,388
18,924
23,682
103,829
54,236
24,442

3,922,399

1980
80,548
370,775
786,775
655,615
34,638
23,143
96,356
60.430
2 d/51
30,623
114,792
26,498
145,930
118,572
16,695
579,053
665,071
25,508
59,895
19,188
25,604
113,086
64,540
30,889

4,216,975

1990

77,203
434,999
727,999
684,999
46,998
26,403
114,996
66,102
93,701
30,899
142,005
29,801
164,998
168,003
16,403
606,000
705,003
30,898
72,897
18,599
25,802
117,000
72,598
35,195
4,509,501

Percentage Change
1970-1980 1980-1990

—4.2 —4.2
24.6 17.3
—131 —7.5
5.6 45
67.5 35.7
17.0 14.1
39.6 19.3
13.4 9.4
52.6 28.8
4.1 0.9
3512 23.7
23.4 12.5
26.5 131
91.5 1.7
3.4 —=1.7
10.8
0.7
385
26.4
1.4




County
Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore County
Calvert

Caroline

Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett

Harford

Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's

St. Mary’s
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

MARYLAND

Sources: U.S. Census, 1970, 1980 and Department of State Planning Projections, 1990

Table C.2: Maryland Households, 1970-1990

1970
27,857
81,100

289,349
184,890

5,540

6,330
19,623
14,242
12,098

9,725
24,926

6,315
32,026
16,880

5,109

156,674
192,963
5,795
12,100

5,945

7,914
32,463
17,170

7,869

1,174,933

1980
29,669
121,028
281,414
237,371
10,731
8,219
30,631
19,364
21,378
11,329
37,499
8,764
46,547
39,989
6,133
207,195
224,789
8,850
18,791
6,751
9,934
39,957
22,876
11,656

1,460,865

1990
30,710
153,540
279,130
266,710
15,690
10,140
39,560
22,840
29,720
12,240
50,580
10,640
56,780
61,030
6,540
253,000
248,000
11,590
24,890
7,010
10,780
44,400
27,840
14,280

1,687,640

Percentage Change

1970-1980

6.5
49.2
—2.7
28.4
93.7
29.2
56.1
36.0
76.7
16.5
50.4
38.8
45.3
136.9
20.0
32.2
16.5
527
5553
13.6
25.5
231
38:2
48.1

24.3

1980-1990

3:5
26.9
—0.8
12.4
46.2
23.4
29.2
18.0
39.0
8.0
34.9
21.4
22.0
52.6
6.6
221
10.3
31.0
3245
3.8
8.5
11.1
21.7
2245

11515




Table C.3: Persons Per Maryland Household, 1970-1990

County 1970 1980
Allegany 2.95 2.63
Anne Arundel 3.45 2.95
Baltimore City 3.07 2.74
Baltimore County 3.28 2.78
Calvert 3.70 3.21
Caroline 3.06 2.78
Carroll 3.26 3.02
Cecill 3.45 3.01
Charles 3.90 3.38
Dorchester 2.95 2.65
Frederick 3.27 2.97
Garrett 3135 2.97
Harford 3.45 3.06
Howard 3.59 2.94
Kent 3.02 2.62
Montgomery 3.30 2.77
Prince George's 3.34 2.89
Queen Anne's 33 2.84
St. Mary's 3.68 3.10
Somerset 3.10 275
Talbot 2.94 2.55
Washington 3.08 2.70
Wicomico 3.08 2.72
Worcester 3.09 2.64

MARYLAND 325 2.82

Sources: U.S. Census, 1970, 1980 and Department of State Planning Projections, 1990




Table C.4: Maryland Household Size, 1980

6 or more
County 1 person 2 person 3 persons 4 persons 5 persons persons TOTAL

Allegany 7,153 9,631 5,201 4,321 2,136 1,227 29,669
Anne Arundel 19,380 35,789 24,600 23,759 10,933 6,567 121,028
Baltimore City 78,496 77,435 46,391 35,075 24,035 19,982 281,414
Baltimore County 47,309 78,955 46,573 38,597 16,864 9,073 237,371
Calvert 1,560 2,977 1,988 2,119 1,091 996 10,731
Caroline 1,621 2,662 1,589 1,318 597 432 8,219
Carroll 4,245 9,108 6,256 6,405 2,925 1,692 30,631
Cecil 3,135 5,438 3,887 3,744 1,934 1,226 19,364
Charles 2,566 4,997 4,374 4,801 2,494 2,146 21,378
Dorchester 2,650 3,771 2,103 1,562 707 536 11,329
Frederick 6,075 10,797 (=551 7,533 3,367 2,170 37,499
Garrett 1,529 2,582 1,711 1,508 831 603 8,764
Harford 6,624 13,019 9,625 9,805 4,785 2,689 46,547
Howard 6,739 11,504 7,831 8,276 3,702 1,937 39,989
Kent 1,455 2,062 1,080 870 399 267 6,133
Montgomery 43,574 63,793 38153 35,511 16,467 8,697 207,195
Prince George's 45,104 62,853 45,037 38,713 19,060 14,022 224,789
Queen Anne's 1,503 2,978 1,653 1,576 665 475 8,850
St. Mary's 3,192 5,106 3,549 3,564 1,831 1,549 18,791
Somerset 1,546 2,130 1,217 967 479 412 6,751
Talbot 2,371 3,585 1,698 1,355 570 355 9,934
Washington 8,429 13,038 7,652 6,231 2,888 1,719 39,957
Wicomico 4,802 7,363 4,473 3,617 1,617 1,004 22,876
Worcester 2,802 3,907 2,052 k573 728 594 11,656

MARYLAND 303,860 435,480 276,250 242,800 121,105 81,370 1,460,865

Sources: U.S. Census, 1980




Table C.5: Maryland Housing Units, 1970-1990

Percentage Change
County 1970 1980 1990 1970-1980 1980-1990

Allegany 29,611 31,893 33,050 757 3.6
Anne Arundel 88,713 129,031 163,700 45.4 26.9
Baltimore City 305,521 302,680 300,200 —0.9 —0.8
Baltimore County 190,813 243,994 274,200 27.9 12.4
Calvert 7,906 12,782 18,700 61.7 48.3
Caroline 7,000 8,818 10,850 26.0 23.0
Carroli 20,175 32,115 41,500 59.2 29.2
Cecll 16,421 22,977 27,500 39.9 19.7
Charles 13,550 22,721 31,600 67.7 39.1
Dorchester 10,992 12,753 13,800 16.0 8.2
Frederick 26,384 39,671 53,500 50.4 34.9
Garrett 8,669 12,232 14,850 411 21.4
Harford 33,483 49,435 60,300 47.6 22.0
Howard 17,969 42,499 64,900 136.5 52.7
Kent 6,283 7,347 7,950 16.9 8.2
Montgomery 161,378 216,221 264,000 34.0 221
Prince George's 200,230 236,465 261,000 18.1 10.4
Queen Anne’s 6,804 10,030 13,150 47.4 311
St. Mary’s 14,254 21,278 28,200 49.3 325
Somerset 6,971 7,809 8,350 12.0 6.9
Talbot 8,967 11,230 12,700 252 13.1
Washington 34,451 42,391 47,100 23.0 ol
Wicomico 18,389 24,672 30,050 342 21.8
Worcester 13,630 29,863 36,600 119.1 22.6

MARYLAND 1,248,564 1,670,907 1,817,750 25.8 15.7

Sources: U.S. Census, 1970, 1980 and Department of State Planning Projections, 1990




Table C.6:

County
Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore County
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne’s
St. Mary’s
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

MARYLAND

Source: U.S. Census, 1980

Maryland Housing Types, 1980

Single
Family

26,475
100,553
216,548
179,938

11,625

7,535

28,033

17,635

19,568

10,675

33,318

7,707
38,129
31,469

5,967

143,896
133,996

8,797
16,456

6,574

9,799

32,644

20,273

10,938

1,118,548

Multi-
Family

4,169
22,925
85,598
61,334

316
461

3,358

2,168

2,150

1,012

5,206

652

8,694

10,187

488
71,585
100,814
433
2,078
373

900

7,630

2,825

7,323

402,679

Mobile
Homes

911
3,254
319
1,944
630
817
664
1,755
900
710
967
1,190
2,522
830
290
571
1,553
521
2,561
635
439
1,735
1,461
1,274
28,453




Table C.7: Maryland Housing Unit Size, 1980

e T A T N T R

One Two Three Four or More
County Efficiency Bedroom Bedroom Bedroom Bedrooms

Allegany 320 4,118 9,312 13,836 3,969
Anne Arundel 842 12,102 33,753 53,810 26,225
Baltimore City 7,720 62,862 82,171 118,024 31,688
Baltimore County 1,391 32,748 75,584 101,191 32,302
Calvert 83 636 2,952 6,324 2,576
Caroline 26 585 2,898 3,920 1,384
Carroll 2,529 7,357 15,816 6,170
Cecil 1,473 6,561 9,186 4,144
Charles 1,178 4,400 10,776 6,134
Dorchester 1,301 4,541 5,013 1,426
Frederick 3,690 8,356 18,710 8,557
Garrett 634 2,975 4,188 1,684
Harford 3,740 13,065 21,916 10,264
Howard 4,752 9,229 16,241 12,122
Kent 639 1,946 2,894 1,247
Montgomery 31,586 44,761 68,448 66,959 -
Prince George’s 41,846 66,537 78,975 45,571
Queen Anne’s 669 2,754 4,778 1,511
St. Mary’s 1,577 5,821 9,612 3,829
Somerset 477 2,696 3,335 1,067
Talbot 1,060 3,553 4,443 1,988
Washington 5,600 12,745 17,840 5,060
Wicomico 1,808 7,986 4,353 3,290
Worcester ) ) 2,330 - 8,174 6,809 1,811

MARYLAND 219,940 420,127 607,438 280,978

Source: U.S. Census, 1980




Table C.8: Maryland Housing Cost and Quality, 1980

o Median Value Median
Substandard Units of Owner Monthly
(Percent of Occupied Contract
County (Number)  Total Stock) Housing Rent

Allegany 7,800 24.5 $31,100 $109
Anne Arundel 9,900 7.7 63,900 236
Baltimore City 79,000 26.1 28,700 161
Baltimore County 28,500 11.7 54,400 232
Calvert 1,500 11.7 63,700 196
Caroline 2,000 22.7 36,100 106
Carroll 2,600 8.1 62,800 187
Cecll 3,500 15.2 44,500 154
Charles 2,400 10.6 63,300 218
Dorchester 2,400 18.8 33,700 104
Frederick 4,900 12.4 60,500 210
Garrett 2,400 19.6 35,700 131
Harford 3,900 7.9 63,000 200
Howard 2,400 5.6 85,700 287
Kent 1,100 15.0 37,800 134
Montgomery 10,800 5.0 97,300 331
Prince George's 19,200 8.1 63,900 282
Queen Anne's 1,600 16.0 51,200 125
St. Mary's 2,500 11.7 58,600 207
Somerset 1,600 20.5 27,000 94
Talbot 2,000 17.8 53,800 155
Washington 6,500 15.3 45,200 156
Wicomico 3,800 15.4 38,100 164
Worcester 4,400 14.7 38,000 125
MARYLAND 206,700 13.2 $58,300 $222

Sources: Baltimore Regional Planning Council and U.S. Census, 1980




Table C.9: Maryland Homeowners and Renters Paying Table C.10:
35 Percent or More of Income for Housing Costs, 1980 Maryland Elderly Population,
1980

Renters With

Insufficient
Income To County Number  Percent

Purchase Average Allegany 12,389  15.4
Homeowners Renters Priced Home

County (Number) (Percent) (Number)  (Percent) (Percent) Anne Arundel 25,085 6.8
Allegany 1,768 8.4 1996 230 67.6 Baltimore City 100,576  12.8
Anne Arundel 5,621 6.6 6,715 186 83.5 Baltimore County 69,364 106
Baltimore City 12,942 9.8 46,105 31.0 58.7 Calvert 2,871 8.3
Baltimore County 9,372 6.2 17,235  20.3 74.4 Caroline 3170 137
Calvert 819 9.2 386 216 77.0 Carroll 8,991 9.3
Caroline 583 9.6 526  24.6 68.7 Cecil 5,563 9.2
Carroll 1,669 7.1 1,562 217 77.0 Charles 4,005 5.5
Cecil 1,148 8.0 1,055 214 68.5 Dorchester 4766 156
Charles 1,353 8.0 950  21.1 43.0 Frederick 10,221 8.9
Dorchester 811 10.5 834 232 81.4 Garrett 3,160 119
Frederick 2,066 7.7 22160 120.8 75.4 Harford 9,371 6.4
Garrett 608 8.9 449 237 84.2 Howard 6,081 5.1
Harford 2,101 6.5 2,731 19.6 75.6 Kent 2527 1541
Howard 1,408 5.0 2,374 202 79.7 Montgomery 50,905 8.8
Kent 583  13.4 462 260 84.1 Prince George's 36,508 5.5
Montgomery 7,185 5.4 16,613 226 84.0 Queen Anne’s 3083 121

Prince George's 9,813 8.0 21,599 212 69.3 St. Mary’s 4,015 6.7
Queen Anne’s 709  10.1 268 146 84.8 Somerset 2987 156
St. Mary's 1,155 9.2 1,297 206 79.3 Talbot 4,469 175
Somerset 11.3 268  16.6 60.3 Washington 13,501 11.9
Talbot 8.4 800 246 933 Wicomico 7,755 12.0
Washington 8.1 2,616 18.2 63.2 Worcester 4,257 1 3.8__

Wicomico 10.4 2,140 31.0 70.9 MARYLAND 395 609 944

Worcester §.8 8@1 24.7 B 84.0 7

MARYLAND 7.4 . 131,988 258 71.0 A Bk Elderly population is defined as those 85 years of

age and older.
Source: U.S. Census, 1980

Sources: U.S. Census, 1980 and Baltimore Regional Planning Council




Table C.11: Maryland Elderly Families and Individuals
With Incomes Less Than $10,000 Per Year, 1980

Families with Householder Unrelated Individuals
65 Years of Age or Older 65 Years of Age or Older
With Income Less With Income Less
than $10,000/Year than $10,000/Year
County (Number) (Number) (Percent) (Number) (Number) (Percent)

Allegany 4,233 2,005 47 4 4,172 3,729 89.4
Anne Arundel 8,835 2,249 25.5 6,148 4,487 7310
Baltimore City 32,334 12,925 40.0 36,208 30,780 85.0
Baltimore County 24,400 6,247 25.6 16,969 12,298 72.5
Calvert 1,027 339 33.0 700 558 79.7
Caroline 1,166 594 50.9 1,006 898 89.3
Carroll 3,039 1,152 37.9 2,164 1,824 84.3
Cecil ) 1,865 790 42.4 1,452 1,194 82.2
Charles 1,581 510 32.3 908 721 79.4
Dorchester 1,507 595 39.5 1,574 1,336 84.9
Frederick 3,568 1,172 32.8 3,022 2,464 81.5
Garrett 1,119 609 54.4 848 793 93.5
Harford 3,295 894 27.1 2,385 1,800 7555
Howard 2,063 578 28.0 1,503 1,024 68.1
Kent 949 431 45,4 782 644 82.4
Montgomery 16,719 2,059 12.3 13,3115 7,308 52:5
Prince George's 12,341 2,782 22.5 9,591 6,476 67.5
.Queen Anne’s 1,180 501 42.5 778 646 83.0
St. Mary’s 1,464 627 42.8 1,167 933 79.9
Somerset 1,135 579 50 931 856 91.9
Talbot 1,718 474 27.6 1,259 933 741
Washington 4,570 1,806 39:5 4,238 3,613 85.3
Wicomico 2,597 1,071 41.2 2,283 1,894 83.0
Worcester 1,559 629 . r 1,005 82.2

MARYLAND 134,264 41,618 115,226 88,214 76.6

Source: U.S. Census, 1980




Table C.12: Maryland Black Households
With Incomes Less Than $10,000 Per Year, 1980

Black Households
With Incomes Less
than $10,000/Year
County (Number) (Percent) (Number) (Percent)

Allegany 379 1.3 164 43.3
Anne Arundel 11,884 9.8 3,762 3Nl 7
Baltimore City 134,622 47.8 62,066 46.1
Baltimore County 18,204 7.7 3,950 21.7
Calvert 1,796 16.7 620 34.5
Caroline 1,276 15.5 649 50.9
Carroll 661 2.2 189 28.6
Cecll 794 41 384 48.4
Charles 3,661 1,237 33.8
Dorchester 2,961 1,553 52.4
Frederick 1,994 568 823 41.3
Garrett 0 0.0 0 0.0
Harford 3,537 7.6 1,265 35.8
Howard 4,344 10.9 736 16.9
Kent 1,244 20.3 568 457
Montgomery 17,158 8.3 3,305 19.3
Prince George's 79,555 35.4 12,465 1587
Queen Anne’s 1,285 145 627 48.8
St. Mary's 2,518 134 1,070 425
Somerset 1,919 28.4 978 51.0
Tatbot 1,867 18.8 899 48.2
Washington 1,020 2.6 490 48.0
Wicomico 4,437 19.4 2,102 47.4
Worcester 2,505 21.5 1,129 451

MARYLAND 299,621 20.5 101,031 33.7

Source: U S. Census, 1980




Table C.13: Maryland Single Parent Families
With Incomes Less Than $10,000 Per Year, 1980

Single Parent Families
With Incomes Less
than $10,000/Year
(Percent of
Families with
County (Number) Children) {(Number) (Percent)

Allegany 1,281 13.0 870 67.9
Anne Arundel 702l 14.5 3,240 41.9
Baltimore City 41,141 44.8 26,488 64.4
Baltimore County 14,735 i 5,872 39.9
Calvert 653 12.9 371 56.8
Caroline 558 18.1 339 61.3
Carroll 1,484 10.5 653 440
Cecll 1,243 13.8 640 51.5
Charles 1,653 14.1 579 35.0
Dorchester 972 26.0 639 65.7
Frederick 1,883 11.2 927 492
Garrett 405 10.6 245 60.5
Harford 3,164 13.9 1,682 50.0
Howard 2,725 145 774 28.4
Kent 406 20.2 253 62.3
Montgomery 12,3183 15.4 3,430 27.8
Prince George’s 24,522 249 7,169 29.2
Queen Anne's 434 12.8 204 47.0
St. Mary's 1,222 13.6 670 54.8
Somerset 503 21,7 310 61.6
Talbot 513 17.4 298 588
Washington 2,077 13.9 1,217 58.6
Wicomico 1,680 19.6 1,016 60.5
Worcester 756 20.0 397 5245
MARYLAND 124,045 216 58,183 46.9

Source: U.S. Census, 1980




